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Abstract 
The thesis context is a Welsh innovation policy continuum. The research is primarily 
located in three innovation programmes representative of innovation policy in Wales. 
The representative programmes are: the Technium network; Innovation Network 
Partnership; and Communities First project. The Technium network is considered to 
be at the hard/tangible end of the policy continuum whilst Communities First is at the 
softer, more intangible pole of the continuum.  
 
The aim of this thesis is to ascertain the influence social capital may have upon levels 
of innovation across the innovation policy continuum. To achieve the aim, the 
existence and extent of forms of innovation, forms of social capital, and cooperation 
and collaboration are considered through a positivist and interpretivist analysis. The 
resultant data has been further exposed to a correlation analysis, undertaken to 
ascertain whether or not the presence and form of social capital has an association 
with forms of innovation. 
 
The three programmes each have a pan-Wales presence. The programmes all 
originate from Welsh Assembly Government innovation policy initiatives between 
2001 and 2003. For each programme a case study has been produced. The case 
studies have been constructed using data from survey, interviews and participant 
observation. The survey was completed via an on-line questionnaire by 
representative individuals and groups from each innovation policy continuum 
programme. Further data was collected by interviews held with individuals 
representative of roles typically undertaken at each programme. Participant 
observation undertaken at each programme also informed the creation of the case 
studies.  
 
Literature in this field of study is typically limited to a comparatively narrow 
investigation of traditionally measured innovation. For social capital and cooperation 
and collaboration, research usually has a macro scale cynosure. This study has an 
innovation programme locale in Wales which may be considered unique in terms of 
innovation and social capital research. 
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The findings reveal the existence of forms of innovation, social capital, and 
cooperation and collaboration at each case study. However, there are differences in 
terms of the extent of such phenomenon along the innovation policy continuum. For 
instance, there appears to be an increased likelihood of traditionally measured 
innovation at the Technium network. Social innovation is more likely to be present at 
the Communities First project. Similarly, forms of social capital are more likely to be 
found at Communities First partnerships than at other programmes along the 
continuum. The correlation analysis applied to the case study survey data discloses a 
number of, mainly positive statistically significant associations between explanatory 
social capital, and cooperation and collaboration variables and dependent innovation 
variables.  
 
Propositions resultant of the findings, are likely to be of use to policymakers. For 
instance, forms of social capital appear to be positively related to traditionally 
measured, hidden and social innovation. Policymakers considering the design of 
programmes to boost levels of innovation may be advised to include means of 
increasing levels of social capital, cooperation and collaboration in their policy and 
programme proposals and evaluation criteria. 
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1.0     Chapter One – Introduction 
 
1.1 Thesis Overview 
Arguably, innovation is at the heart of any successful organisation. Indeed, it may be 
stated that innovation is ‘vital to remaining competitive’ (NESTA, 2008). Innovation 
policy/programme studies typically focus upon a positivist measurement of tangible 
outcomes such as research and development (R&D) expenditure, patent applications 
and academic journal citations; studies such as Roper (2000) highlight the 
importance of R&D expenditure to the promotion of innovative activity in a region.  
 
This thesis employs social capital concepts as a means of analysing regional 
innovation programmes. In particular, the volume and quality of bonding and bridging 
social capital are explored to ascertain the impact social capital has upon innovative 
activity. The regional innovation programmes identified for analysis have been 
chosen along a continuum of technology focused to non-technology focused 
innovation programmes.  
 
The technology focused pole of the continuum is dubbed the hard end and the non-
technological aspect the soft end. At the so-called hard technology focused end is 
the Technium Network, designed to assist science and technology businesses. At the 
soft end of the continuum is the Communities First project, the aim of which is to 
develop human capital in some of the most economically deprived areas in Wales. A 
significant by-product of the development of human capital is an increased likelihood 
that innovation will take place. The innovation policy continuum is completed by the 
Innovation Network Partnership programme, which belongs somewhere in between 
the hard and soft ends. The Innovation Network Partnership is distinctly designed to 
improve relationships between actors in the Welsh innovation milieu. 
 
The innovation policy/programme continuum analysis provides a more holistic 
exploration of innovation policy/programme outcomes than more traditional forms of 
analysis. A holistic analysis facilitates the involvement and contribution of a range of 
innovation policy/programme stakeholders (Diez and Esteban, 2000). This study 
analyses innovative activity in differing forms; namely, commercial/technology 
focused innovation, hidden innovation, and social innovation (NESTA, 2007). The 
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research is undertaken via a mixed methods approach. The role social capital has to 
play in producing innovative activity is analysed via a positivist and a 
phenomenological approach of pluralistic social construction. Positivistic in respect of 
the use of scale data input to create a statistical analysis of social capital and 
innovation. In terms of a phenomenological approach, pluralistic in respect of 
involving policy/programme stakeholders at all levels, namely, programme managers, 
deliverers, and recipients. A social constructivist approach facilitates the 
interpretation of participants’ meanings/understandings of the delivery and outcomes 
of the innovation programmes found on the innovation programme continuum.  
 
Three project case studies have been chosen to explore innovation programmes 
along the ‘hard – soft’ policy continuum. At the hard end, the case study focuses 
upon the Technium Network. At the soft end is the Communities First project. The 
complement of three case studies is completed by the Innovation Network 
Partnership – occupying a central position in the ‘hard – soft’ policy continuum. 
 
1.2 Background to the Study 
Recent innovation policy in Wales can trace its roots back to 1996 with the Wales 
Regional Technology Plan. Current innovation policy in Wales has been influenced 
by the ‘Winning Wales’; ‘Wales for Innovation’; and ‘Reaching Higher’ Welsh 
Assembly Government documents published in 2002 (Welsh Assembly Government, 
2002a; Welsh Assembly Government, 2002b; and Welsh Assembly Government, 
2002c).  The 2007 ‘One Wales’ and the 2008 ‘Innovation Nation’ policy documents 
have also contributed to the innovation policy landscape in Wales. 
 
Innovation literature tends to focus upon traditionally-measured forms of innovation 
(Afuah, 2003; Bessant and Tidd, 2007). Further, innovation is also closely linked with 
the commercialisation of ideas (Clipson, 1991; Drucker, 1991; Tidd et al, 1997; 
Morgan and Nauwelaers, 1999; Afuah, 2003; Roper et al, 2003; Dodgson et al, 2008; 
Halkett, 2008). Other forms of innovation, such as hidden innovation, receive 
comparatively little coverage in the literature (Halkett, 2008; Miles and Green, 2008). 
Similarly, social innovation is also a form of minority study in comparison to 
traditionally-measured innovation (Mulgan et al, 2007; and NESTA, 2007).  
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The phenomenon of social capital has a considerable body of literature available to 
aid its understanding and identification of its presence (Coleman, 1988; Putnam et al, 
1993; Fountain, 1998; Woolcock and Narayan, 2000; Ostrom and Ahn, 2003). 
Nevertheless, forms of social capital such as bonding and bridging social capital are 
less frequently explored in the literature (Putnam, 2000; Dasgupta, 2000; 
Woodhouse, 2006). A potential outcome of social capital, namely cooperation and 
collaboration, is also included in this study (Sweeney, 2001; Miles and Green, 2008). 
 
Research studies investigating social capital, its existence and extent of its presence 
usually have a macro scale focus (Beugelsdijk and van Schaik, 2005; Bjornskov, 
2005; Kaasa, 2009). Similarly, studies linking social capital and innovation also 
typically have a macro scale cynosure, for example research undertaken by Rutten 
and Boekema (2007) and Akomak and ter Weel (2008) has a regional and pan-
Europe focus. Other studies such as Woodhouse (2006) and Cooke et al (2005) are 
based upon an inter-town study of social capital and economic development; and 
social capital and regional development respectively. A study of social capital and its 
associations with forms of innovation at operational level innovation 
policy/programmes is an addition to the literature.  
 
Innovation policy analysis is normally undertaken with quantitative bias towards 
traditionally-measured innovation outcomes such as the introduction of new 
products/services and processes, employment growth, and business start-ups. 
Studies such as DTZ (2010) focus upon the tangible, traditionally-measured 
outcomes of the Technium Network. Other studies such as those of the European 
Commission (2006) place emphasis upon occupancy rates, job creation and cost 
effectiveness at business incubator centres. Clearly, collecting, analysing and 
evaluating such data is appropriate and of use to policy makers. Nevertheless, there 
are other less tangible forms of data which represent activity of importance to 
innovation, and of use to policymakers, for instance social capital.  
 
Other review and evaluation exercises such as the Wales Audit Office (2009) analyse 
regeneration activities, making changes to public services, and job creation. These, 
again are all laudable outcomes of innovation policy worthy of analysis. However, an 
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analysis of social capital activities and outcomes would reveal a more holistic view of 
the work of programmes such as Communities First in Wales. 
 
1.3 Research Questions, Aim and Objectives 
The research questions have been developed from the Welsh context and literature 
review undertaken in Chapters Two and Three respectively. It appears that there is a 
gap in understanding of what constitutes innovation policy, factors that affect its 
operation and variety of traditional and non-traditional outcomes. As a consequence, 
the research questions are designed to address the gaps identified. The questions 
are structured in a logical sequence to facilitate an iterative implementation. The 
research questions inform the hypotheses expressed in Chapter Four. 
 
1.3.1 Research Questions 
• What constitutes innovation policy in Wales, who is responsible for it and how 
is it implemented? 
 
• To what extent is innovation policy in Wales constituted of technical 
(traditionally-measured), hidden and social innovation related activity? 
 
• To what extent does social capital exist in innovation programmes in Wales? 
 
• What influence does social capital have upon the level of innovative activity, 
resultant of innovation policy in Wales? 
 
 
Similarly the thesis aim and objectives listed below are representative of the Welsh 
context and literature review. As with the research questions identified above, the 
thesis aim and objectives identified below are focused upon achieving a better 
understanding of the operation and outcomes of innovation policy and programmes 
in Wales.  
 
1.3.2 Thesis Aim 
• To analyse the effect of social capital on forms of innovation across the 
innovation policy continuum 
 
 
 
 
 5 
 
1.3.3 Thesis Objectives 
• To categorise innovation activity taking place along a hard-soft policy 
continuum. 
 
• To undertake an analysis, using social capital constructs, of regional 
innovation policy/programmes in Wales along a ‘hard – soft’ policy continuum. 
 
• To demonstrate the practical application of the research results. 
 
 
1.4 Thesis Structure 
The thesis has nine chapters starting with the thesis introduction. The second 
chapter explores the context for the thesis. The thesis is contextualised in Wales, in 
particular in innovation policy and programmes. The chapter reviews Welsh 
economic performance, making especial reference to Welsh innovation performance. 
A statistical analysis of Welsh economic performance is included. It reveals that 
Wales typically records performance data below other countries and regions within 
the UK. A commentary describing regional economic development provides a 
broader policy context for the economic performance indicators and subsequent 
Welsh innovation policy. Details are also provided for Welsh innovation policy and 
programmes, the chronology, development and implementation are described. 
Finally, innovation data is included to analyse Welsh innovation performance, the 
data sets used may typically be described as being related to traditionally-measured 
innovation.  
 
The third chapter explores the literature, which along with the Welsh context and 
research methodology, form the foundation upon which the thesis stands. The 
literature review begins with an investigation into the meaning of innovation. 
Innovation is a term interpreted in different ways and applied in a range of contexts. 
At the heart of innovation is the notion of development with the outcome realised in a 
need for the development by the developer and/or others. The concept of innovation 
is initially explored in terms of traditionally-measured innovation, and subsequently in 
terms of more recently considered innovation phenomena such as hidden innovation 
and social innovation. The initial sections of the literature review provide a theoretical 
framework to inform the thesis hypothesis and innovation dependent variables. The 
literature review continues with an appraisal of social capital, in particular generic, 
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bonding, and bridging social capital. The review of social capital literature is 
complemented by the inclusion of cooperation and collaboration literature. Literature 
linking social capital, cooperation and collaboration, and innovation is also included. 
The latter sections of the literature review inform the hypotheses and social capital, 
and cooperation and collaboration explanatory variables used in the correlation 
analysis in Chapters Five, Six and Seven. 
 
Chapter Four discusses the underpinning research methodology and methods 
adopted for use in the thesis. Different research paradigms are explored along with 
associated data collection methods. The choice and justification of research 
methodology and methods identified to facilitate appropriate data collection and 
analysis for the thesis are included. The chapter outcome is the selection of a mixed 
methods approach. This, it is felt, will be most likely to enable representative 
innovation and social capital data to be collected and analysed. 
 
The next three chapters detail the innovation programmes identified as a means to 
analyse innovation policy in Wales, namely, Technium Network, Innovation Network 
Partnership, and Communities First case studies respectively. The chapters are 
constructed and presented along similar lines. The initial sections detail the 
operations and physical manifestations of each innovation programme. The next set 
of sections detail the presence of innovation indicators and social capital, and 
cooperation and collaboration indicators. This set of sections is completed with a 
correlation analysis of dependent and explanatory variables. The final array of 
sections includes a discussion of chapter findings and resultant policy implications. 
 
The findings of Chapters Five, Six, and Seven inform the construction and content of 
Chapter Eight. This chapter focuses upon undertaking a cross-case study analysis of 
the Technium Network, Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First 
project findings and discussion. The chapter adopts a similar structure to that 
employed to produce Chapters Five, Six, and Seven. This chapter highlights the 
difference in innovation and social capital performance along the thesis innovation 
policy continuum. The chapter also explores the relative importance of explanatory 
social capital, and cooperation and collaboration variables to different forms of 
innovation such as traditionally-measured, hidden and social innovation. 
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The final chapter includes the thesis conclusion, implications for policymakers, 
contribution to knowledge, limitations, and areas for further work. Chapter Nine 
facilitates linkages to be established between the case study Chapters Five, Six, and 
Seven, together with the cross case study analysis in Chapter Eight to provide 
proposals of use by innovation policymakers in Wales.  
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2.0 Chapter Two – The Welsh Context 
 
2.1 Welsh Economy in Focus – Economic Indicators 
The context of the study has a fundamental role in aiding understanding of the 
phenomenon being explored. In the milieu of social capital and innovation there are a 
multitude of factors which either do or may impact on social capital and/or innovation. 
Indeed, the economic performance of the region is a factor which has to be taken into 
consideration when analysing innovation policy. Arguably, the more successful an 
economy is, the more innovative activity may be present.  
 
It may even be stated that all three case study subjects are born of the economic 
circumstances in which they find themselves. For instance, the Technium is born of 
the need to improve regional capacity to increase the statistics for gross value added 
(GVA) and enhance regional R&D activity. This may be achieved by the Technium 
Network facilitating high growth potential technology-based firms surviving and 
thriving in Wales. The Innovation Network Partnership may be said to have its roots 
in the need to improve the comparatively poor innovation record in Wales. 
Collaboration and cooperation are often considered to be prerequisites of innovative 
activity. Subsequently the Innovation Network Partnership has been designed to act 
as a catalyst and abutment to collaboration and cooperation between innovation 
stakeholders in Wales. Finally, the Communities First project may also be considered 
to be born of the Welsh economic performance. The Communities First project has 
its origin in the need to build skills capacity prerequisite to improving economic 
activity rates, employment levels and GVA performance in Wales.  
 
2.2 The Welsh Nation 
Wales had a population of 2.9 million people in 2009 (Welsh Assembly Government, 
2010a). The most heavily populated areas are found in South Wales, particularly in 
areas in and around the cities of Cardiff, Swansea and Newport. The Welsh 
population has grown from 2.81 million people in 2001. Most Welsh local authorities 
are experiencing positive net migration, the exceptions being Flintshire, Ceredigion, 
Rhondda Cynon Taff, Caerphilly, and Blaenau Gwent (Welsh Assembly Government, 
2010a). Since 1999 Wales has been governed by the Welsh Assembly Government 
and the UK Government.  
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2.3 Welsh Gross Value Added Data 
Figures for GVA (Gross Value Added) are widely considered to be one of the most 
reliable measures of a region or nation’s economic performance. An exploration of 
GVA data by Welsh NUTS3 area offers a gauge of the economic wealth of Wales 
and its sub-regions. A comparison of Wales GVA (Welsh NUTS3 area) data and UK 
GVA data reveals a rather bleak view of the Welsh economy. In 1995, Welsh GVA 
was 84 per cent of the comparable figure for the UK. However, by 2004 Welsh GVA 
was only 78 per cent of the UK average – a fall of 7.14 per cent (Welsh Assembly 
Government, 2010b). During this time period it was hoped the Welsh economy would 
grow at a faster pace and converge towards the UK GVA average. Unfortunately, the 
outcome has been one of divergence. This occurred at a time when, across the 
European Union, there was an improvement in economic convergence (European 
Commission, 2006). Welsh sub-regions where there was a noticeable weakening in 
comparable GVA performance are West Wales and the Valleys NUTS2 area -12.2 
per cent; the largest single fall of  -22.1 per cent occurring in Bridgend, Neath and 
Port Talbot NUTS3 area (Welsh Assembly Government, 2010b).  
 
However, there are more positive outcomes recorded in other parts of Wales, namely 
Cardiff and the Vale of Glamorgan, Monmouthshire and Newport, and Swansea 
NUTS3 areas recording increasing GVA figures of +10.4 per cent, +6.6 per cent and 
3.7 per cent respectively (Welsh Assembly Government, 2010b). An intra-Wales 
assessment of GVA data produces a dichotomous outcome. West Wales and the 
Valleys NUTS2 area has GVA per capita data which in 2004 was only 83.6 per cent 
of the Welsh average (Welsh Assembly Government, 2010b). Whereas, East Wales 
NUTS2 area records GVA per capita data 128.7 per cent of the Welsh average 
(Welsh Assembly Government, 2010b). If changes in GVA per capita between 1995 
and 2004 are examined, a similar outcome is produced. Wales GVA per capita 
figures grew by 46.5 per cent, in West Wales and the Valleys the GVA per capita 
growth was 38.1 per cent, whilst for East Wales the figure is 56 per cent (Welsh 
Assembly Government, 2010b). The nature of the ‘two speed’ Welsh economy may 
be revealed in noting that Cardiff and the Vale of Glamorgan, and Newport and 
Monmouthshire are constituent members of East Wales. These NUTS3 areas are the 
two fastest growing sub-regions in Wales recording growth in GVA figures between 
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1995 and 2004 of 74.9 per cent and 68.6 per cent (Welsh Assembly Government, 
2010b). 
 
Table 2.0       Wales, Sub-regional and local GVA -2006 
NUTS levels Gross Value 
Added (£ per 
head) 
Per Capita GVA 
as a percentage 
of UK GVA 
Wales (NUTS level 1) 14 226 75 
West Wales and the Valleys  
(NUTS level 2) 
12 071 64 
Isle of Anglesey (NUTS level 3) 10 560 56 
Gwynedd 12 972 68 
Conwy and Denbighshire 11 529 61 
South West Wales 11 711 62 
Central valleys 11 347 60 
Gwent Valleys 10 987 58 
Bridgend and Neath Port Talbot 12 402 65 
Swansea 15 255 81 
East Wales (NUTS level 2) 17 984 95 
Monmouthshire and Newport  
(NUTS level 3) 
18 537 98 
Cardiff and Vale of Glamorgan 20 087 106 
Flintshire and Wrexham 16 442 87 
Powys 13 258 70 
 
Source: National Assembly for Wales (2009) 
 
As can be seen in Table 2.0, the comparable GVA data has deteriorated. Welsh GVA 
was 78 per cent of the UK average in 2006 GVA and had fallen to 75 per cent. An 
intra-Wales analysis also reveals movements in GVA data. For instance, West Wales 
and the Valleys recorded a figure for per capita GVA as a percentage of Welsh GVA 
of 84.9 per cent, a slight increase from the 2004 figure of 83.6 per cent. A more 
significant movement is the decrease in comparable GVA performance for East 
Wales; a 2006 figure of 126.4 per cent is a fall from the 2004 figure of 128.7. The 
worst performing area is the Isle of Anglesey which has an intra-Wales comparable 
GVA figure of 74.2 per cent. However, when compared to UK GVA data a slightly 
different picture emerges; the Isle of Anglesey GVA improving by one percentage 
point since 1996 (National Assembly for Wales, 2009). In Table 2.1 the GVA data for 
Wales is based upon residency of individuals, whilst NUTS levels 2 and 3 are 
calculated by workplace. This may at least partially explain the extent of the intra-
Wales differences in GVA figures. For example, there is much outward commuting 
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from the Valleys of South Wales to Cardiff, Newport, and Swansea. Such commuting 
is likely to impact upon the NUTS level 3 figures. Further, areas with comparatively 
high levels of inward commuting are likely to have comparatively lower levels of 
residency (National Assembly for Wales, 2009). Comparatively even levels of 
residency are more likely to produce favourable per capita GVA data.  
 
The extent of the decline of comparable GVA performance is illustrated in Table 2.1. 
 
Table 2.1       Gross Value Added, Wales and the UK, 1989 to 2007 
 
Year Wales (£ per 
head) 
UK (£ per head) Per Head GVA in 
Wales as a 
percentage of UK 
GVA 
1989 6 821 8 116 84.0 
1990 7 349 8 810 83.4 
1991 7 582 9 167 82.7 
1992 7 882 9 517 82.8 
1993 8 233 9 996 82.4 
1994 8 688 10 520 82.6 
1995 9 155 11 047 82.9 
1996 9 546 11 728 81.4 
1997 9 935 12 431 79.9 
1998 10 290 13 161 78.2 
1999 10 631 13 780 77.1 
2000 11 012 14 308 77.0 
2001 11 554 15 006 77.0 
2002 12 107 15 797 76.6 
2003 12 742 16 709 76.3 
2004 13 287 17 511 75.9 
2005 13 693 18 093 75.7 
2006 14 226 18 945 75.1 
2007 14 877 19 956 74.5 
  
Source: National Assembly for Wales (2009) 
 
As may be seen above in Table 2.1, with the exception of 2000 and 2001 the Welsh 
GVA performance compares increasingly less favourably with UK GVA statistics. 
Indeed Wales has been the lowest of NUTS 1 areas since 1998 when it was 
overtaken by Northern Ireland (National Assembly for Wales, 2009). Between 2006 
and 2007 Wales recorded the lowest GVA per capita growth of all the UK nations and 
regions (National Assembly for Wales, 2009). Furthermore, given the residency basis 
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for calculating Wales GVA, the figures may appear even more alarming from a Welsh 
perspective.  
 
There are several explanatory possibilities contributing to the differing Welsh GVA 
statistics. One such possible explanation may be differences in the proportion of 
industry-based GVA contribution in West Wales and the Valleys, and East Wales 
(NUTS2 areas). For instance, the West Wales and the Valleys area is more heavily 
reliant than East Wales, for GVA, upon ‘traditional’ industries such as agriculture, 
hunting, forestry and fishing, and manufacturing. There is a significant difference for 
both areas in the services activities contribution to total GVA in 2004. In West Wales 
and the Valleys service activities accounted for 70.9 per cent of total GVA, whilst, for 
East Wales 76.1 per cent of total GVA is attributable to service activities (Welsh 
Assembly Government, 2007b). In particular, there is a marked difference in the GVA 
contribution made by the financial intermediation industrial category. In West Wales 
and the Valleys financial intermediation only accounts for 2.7 per cent. Conversely, in 
East Wales, financial intermediation contributes 5.6 per cent to total GVA (Welsh 
Assembly Government, 2010a). The contribution of real estate, renting and business 
activities category indicates significant variation between the industrial structures of 
both areas. Almost a quarter of GVA (22 per cent) in East Wales is produced by the 
real estate, renting, and business activities categories. In West Wales and the 
Valleys this category only contributes 13.9 per cent (Welsh Assembly Government, 
2007). It is also apparent that West Wales and the Valleys is more dependent upon 
public administration, education, and health and social work for its GVA. This is 
especially true for health and social work which accounts for 12.3 per cent and 8.9 
per cent of total GVA in West Wales and the Valleys, and East Wales respectively 
(Welsh Assembly Government, 2007). The bipolarisation of the Welsh economy is 
evidenced by this industrial structure comparison. West Wales and the Valleys is a 
more traditional economy with a greater proportion of total GVA supplied by the 
public sector. Conversely, East Wales is more of a private sector led economy.  
 
2.4 Welsh Employment data 
Welsh employment statistics reveal a worrying trend. As stated in Table 2.2 the 
employment rate in Wales is below the UK rate in all the time periods identified. Only 
Northern Ireland has weaker employment rate statistics. If recent trends continue it 
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can be expected that Northern Ireland will record employment rate statistics higher 
than Wales.  
 
Table 2.2 Quarterly Employment Rates by UK Country, Seasonally Adjusted 
 
  
Employment Rate 
 
 UK England  Wales Scotland Northern 
Ireland 
 
Quarter 
 
     
Mar 1999 
to May 
1999 
73.8 74.5 68.6 71.2 66.9 
Mar 2007 
to May 
2007 
74.5 74.5 72.0 76.7 71.2 
Mar 2008 
to May 
2008 
74.9 75.0 72.2 76.8 71.2 
Mar 2009 
to May 
2009 
72.9 73.2 69.7 74.4 65.9 
Jun 2009 
to Aug 
2009 
72.6 72.9 68.8 74.0 65.8 
Sept 2009 
to Nov 
2009 
72.4 72.6 69.0 74.1 67.4 
Dec 2009 
to Feb 
2010 
72.1 72.3 69.4 72.6 67.9 
Mar 2010 
to May 
2010 
72.3 72.7 68.9 72.1 68.3 
Source: Welsh Assembly Government (2010d) 
 
However, on closer examination the employment problems of Wales are accentuated 
by the employment rate for West Wales and the Valleys (December 2009) of 66.8 per 
cent (Welsh Assembly Government, 2010b). The problem of a comparatively low 
employment rate shows little sign of abating. The Welsh unemployment rate has 
risen from 7.6 per cent in May 2009 to 9.1 per cent in May 2010 (Welsh Assembly 
Government, 2010b). Wales also has a higher economic inactivity rate, 23.8 per cent 
compared to a UK average of 21.3 per cent (Welsh Assembly Government, 2010c).  
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2.5     Regional Economic Development in Wales 
Regional economic policy in Wales during the 1980s and 1990s was largely under 
the auspices of the Welsh Development Agency (WDA). The WDA economic 
development strategy may be summarised by the phrase ‘field of dreams’ (Cooke 
and Clifton, 2005). This phrase makes reference to the construction of factory units in 
Wales built to attract inward investors. The WDA also supported the global marketing 
of the Wales brand, hoping to attract firms to establish branches in Wales. The WDA 
‘field of dreams’ strategy was a success in respect of many branch plants being 
established in Wales by firms from Asia, Europe, and North America. In 2006, the 
WDA, Education and Learning Wales (a government agency designed to support 
education and training in Wales) and the Wales Tourist Board were absorbed by the 
Welsh Assembly Government. The aforementioned agencies became part of the 
Welsh Assembly Government’s Ministry for Economic Development. 
 
Regional economic development from the late 1990s to the mid 2000s has existed in 
an economic climate of significant job losses in Welsh manufacturing industry. This 
job shortfall has occurred at a time of increases in expenditure by UK government on 
education and health. Cooke and Clifton (2005) refer to the growth in public 
administration jobs in Wales (during this time period) as a Welsh ‘employment 
cushion’. This expenditure has supported the maintenance of employment levels in 
Wales. In terms of employment levels, such support may be considered to be 
favourable. Nevertheless, there may also be unfavourable connotations to such 
support. One possible negative outcome may be to increase Welsh reliance on public 
administration to maintain employment levels. Another possible negative outcome 
may be damage to the capacity of firms to innovate in Wales. This rather negative 
scenario may stem from reliance upon the public sector to support the Welsh 
economy. If public sector spending is to successfully compensate for structural 
unemployment, then redundant workers need to have the prerequisite skills, qualities 
and desire to take up jobs in the public sector. It may also be the case that redundant 
workers may not want to start-up in business and eventually may become 
economically inactive.  
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A significant element of regional economic development policy in Wales throughout 
the 21st century has been EU Objective One Structural Funding (plus match funding) 
totalling £1.2 billion of support. Arguably, the implementation of structural funds has 
suffered from a dramatic form of ‘bureaucracy creep’ – a growth in the levels and 
volume of administration/bureaucracy. As a result, the allocation of structural funds 
became notoriously slow, even being likened by Cooke and Clifton (2005) to being of 
‘glacial progress’. It may be stated that EU structural funding has been at worst an 
opportunity missed and at best an opportunity not fully exploited by Wales and its 
government. Cooke and Clifton (2005) are critical of recent Welsh economic 
development initiatives. They list initiatives such as the Entrepreneurship Action Plan, 
the Knowledge Exploitation Fund, and Finance Wales and criticise the 
aforementioned initiatives for failing to reach targets and being for too bureaucratic. 
In partial defence of Welsh regional economic policy performance, Cooke and Clifton 
(2005) identify several mitigating factors which have contributed to a comparative 
decline in Welsh economic performance. For instance, they consider the form of 
devolution granted to Wales to be ‘desultory’.  
 
The form of devolution granted to Wales may be said to have contributed to the 
precautionary approach taken by the Welsh Assembly to economic governance 
(Cooke and Clifton, 2005).The economic governance practiced by the Welsh 
Assembly Government, state Cooke and Clifton (2005) has been restricted to the 
reorganisation of government administrative structures and functions.  
 
There are several innovation schemes in operation, designed to facilitate innovative 
activity. For example, Innovation Wales, and the Regional Innovation Grants system 
are all supported (at least) partially by the public sector. However, it may be debated 
whether or not, the existing provision is overly biased towards technology transfer to 
the detriment/neglect of workforce skill development.  
 
The mid-2000s saw Welsh innovation policy being represented by the ‘Innovation 
Works’ programme. The Innovation Works initiative was initially launched by the 
Welsh Development Agency and subsequently supported by the Department of 
Enterprise and Innovation at the Welsh Assembly Government. Other comparatively 
recent innovation policy documents include the 2003 Welsh Assembly Government 
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Innovation Action Plan and in 2005 the document, Wales: A Vibrant Economy. Yet 
given the plethora of economic development initiatives described above, Wales still 
remains one of the least competitive economies in the UK (Huggins and Johnson, 
2010). 
 
2.6 Innovation Policy in Wales 
It may be stated that a significant factor affecting an organisation’s ability to innovate 
is the national innovation system (Dodgson et al, 2008). It is possible to use several 
different forms of lens to observe a national innovation system. One such lens is 
known as the institutional approach. This approach focuses upon an examination of 
the volume and sophistication of a nation’s institutions, its legal, financial, educational 
and science institutions. The outcomes of such an analysis are expected to provide 
an insight to the ‘institutional thickness’ of a nation. It is likely that the more 
sophisticated a nation’s institutions are the more likely its organisations are to be 
innovative.  
 
Another lens which may be employed is the relational approach (Dodgson et al, 
2008). The relational approach considers the extent and strength of relationships 
between actors in the business environment. For instance, a notable innovation 
focused relationship is that of technology suppliers and their relationship with users 
of technology (Dodgson et al, 2008). The facet of relationships of most interest in this 
context is the shared learning that takes place. Of fundamental importance in a 
national innovation system is not necessarily the sophistication of a nation’s 
institutions, but how, when, and where they relate to one another. Such relations are 
expected to be a significant factor in the extent and erudition of the shared learning 
occurring in a particular nation. It is expected that just as an innovative firm may be 
constantly innovating its products, processes and services, then so too should a 
national innovation system.  
 
It may be possible to contend that regional innovation systems may offer both hard 
and soft innovation-based contributions. For instance, the hard, physical location of 
an organisation and its proximity to other organisations is likely to be a factor 
influencing levels of innovation (Cooke and Morgan, 1994). Such close proximity may 
increase the velocity and volume of knowledge being exchanged. The softer 
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innovation related benefits of proximity may include reduced levels of uncertainty in 
the economic environment (Cooke and Morgan, 1994). Other softer elements include 
the holding of face-to-face meetings, which may further reduce uncertainty (Storper 
and Venables, 2004). It may be said that the level and sophistication of social capital 
may be expected to be more advanced where organisations are in close proximity. 
The work of Cooke and Morgan (1994) and Storper and Venables (2004) hint at 
social capital being resultant of close proximity in a regional innovation system.  
 
The work of Florida (2002) may also be considered here. According to Florida (2002) 
regions are more likely to be innovative if they have comparatively high proportions of 
suitably attractive local facilities and activities, a comparatively high proportion of gay 
people and a comparatively high proportion of artistic/creative people. However, as 
highlighted by Dodgson et al (2008), the facilities, events, gay and artistic population 
may be attracted to an innovative region not the other way around. Nevertheless, it 
may be expected that elements of Florida’s (2002) research are likely to reflect a 
region’s demographic influence upon its levels of innovation.  
 
It may be stated that innovation policy has many forms, some overtly labelled 
innovation policy and some - although not labelled innovation policy - still have a 
direct and indirect impact on innovative activity. It is possible to identify four layers of 
innovation policy (NESTA, 2007). The first layer has a focus upon developing science 
and technology innovation. This traditional form of innovation policy includes tax 
incentives designed to encourage R&D activity. Typically, this level of innovation 
policy has a range of schemes designed to facilitate knowledge transfer. Arguably 
such policies only impact on a comparatively small section of the economy (NESTA, 
2007). This may be the case because only a comparatively small, albeit significant, 
sector of the economy actively engages in science and technology R&D. Debatably, 
the Technium Network may be said to be located in this form of innovation policy. 
The Technium traditionally has a science and technology focus, supporting the 
creation and growth of businesses with a cynosure of science and technology. It was 
established to promote links between higher education institutions and science and 
technology start-up or early years businesses. 
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A second layer of innovation policy may be said to indirectly support hidden 
innovation. This layer has been established in recognition of sectors of the economy 
which usually return low scores for traditional innovation metrics. Innovation focus 
programmes in this layer of policy typically initiate and/or encourage associations and 
networks. This is an example of how government intervention may promote 
cooperation and collaboration. The Innovation Network Partnership is a case in point 
for this layer of policy. The Innovation Network Partnership was set up to encourage 
intra-private sector cooperation and collaboration, intra-public sector cooperation and 
collaboration, and inter-public and private sector cooperation and collaboration.  
 
The third layer of innovation policy has a cynosure of encouraging innovation in the 
public sector. For example, activities such as legal aid now have a market-based 
system of procurement (NESTA, 2007). The introduction of a market-based system 
illustrates how innovation can occur even in some of the more traditional functions of 
the public sector. Again the Innovation Network Partnership can be considered to 
exhibit traits aligned with this layer. 
 
The fourth layer of innovation policy relates to EU, UK, and Welsh Assembly 
Government attempts to mould the general environment. The adaptations made to 
the general environment may make it more likely that innovation will occur. For 
instance, the legislative form of competition policy and its subsequent enforcement 
has a fundamental role to play in an organisation’s desire and willingness to 
innovate. An inappropriate competition policy may suffocate innovation. This may be 
particularly true of organisations wishing to enter the market place or who currently 
have a comparatively small market share. The opposite may also be true – an 
appropriate competition policy may be a catalyst for innovation to flourish. Other 
facets of this layer include taxation; intellectual property legislation and enforcement, 
and regulations governing sectors such as finance and transport. Such policies and 
legislation create a general environment in which individuals and organisations may 
become more or less likely to innovate.  
 
Is there a fifth layer not identified by NESTA (2007)? It is questionable where a 
programme such as the Communities First project belongs in the aforementioned 
layers of policy. Arguably, it does not readily locate itself in any of the four layers 
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identified above. It may be the case that policies and programmes which may create 
opportunities for social innovation have been neglected in the NESTA (2007) 
analysis of innovation policy. The Communities First project may well find itself 
housed in a fifth layer of innovation policy - a layer which initiates and supports social 
innovation.  
 
To develop the theme of the regionalist view of innovation propagation it may be 
stated that traditional regional policy has been finance orientated. It has typically 
relied heavily upon central and local government to boost regional employment 
opportunities. Indeed, governments are likely to be the only agent with sufficient 
capability to undertake comparative large scale prerequisite resourcing required to 
promote innovative activity (Fach and Grande, 1991). Further, it may be stated that 
investment in large scale manufacturing projects as a form of growth pole is arguably 
a rather dated view of regional policy (Beugelsdijk and van Shaik, 2005). It may be 
stated that the ‘stability’ raison d’etre of EU governmental and financial institutions 
acts as an inhibitor to innovativeness amongst EU firms (Cooke, Boekholt and 
Todtling, 2000). As a consequence of this observation, Cooke, Boekholt and Todtling 
comment upon the evolution of regional innovation systems from merely providing 
financial support to a more holistic offering, developing the capabilities of the 
indigenous business and human population. More recent interpretations of regional 
policy concur with this view, focusing upon regional endogenous growth (Beugelsdijk 
and van Shaik, 2005), especially in the form of schemes/incentives foster innovation 
and entrepreneurship.  
 
Evidence of the latest iteration of regional policy in Wales may be found in 
programmes such as the Technium Network, Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First project. All three initiatives are designed (at least in part) to 
facilitate networking, knowledge exchange, and provide opportunities to build and 
maintain relationships with individuals and/or organisations. Beugelsdijk and van 
Shaik (2005) argue that comparatively recent regional policy developments are 
reliant upon a suitable culture and institutional presence in a region. The prerequisite 
conditions of this regional policy are similar to those found in Putman et al’s (1993) 
work, identifying networks and civic engagement as factors necessary to facilitate 
economic development.  It may also be considered that historically there has been a 
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technological bias to innovation policy (Fach and Grande, 1991). In support, Hughes 
(2003) states that public policy may be overly focused upon technology-based firms 
to the neglect of technology-using firms. Concurring with this view, Isaksen (2003) 
defines innovation policy as extending beyond science and technology policy and 
recognising the complexity of the environment in which innovation policy is exposed.  
 
However, European Commission deliberations have identified the need for innovation 
policy to adopt a more holistic approach to encouraging innovative activity. For 
instance, there appears to be a greater awareness of the connectivity and synergy 
opportunities emanating from seemingly disparate policy areas (European 
Commission, 2006). Further, the European Union’s flagship policy Innovation Union 
2010 places innovation as a focal element of the Europe 2020 strategy (European 
Commission (2010a). The Innovation Union policy document recommends the 
adoption of a more integrated approach to Europe’s innovation strategy, integration 
in terms of development in the legislative framework, investment in R&D, and labour 
force skill development (European Commission, 2010a). However, European Union 
innovation policy may be said to retain a focus on increasing expenditure in R&D 
across Europe (European Commission, 2008). Consequently, the question of policy 
focus remains, it places innovation policy in a dilemma; the bifucaration being - does 
innovation policy place cynosure upon the promotion of technical innovation, or at the 
other extreme does it advance ‘socio-political strategies’ to create a suitable 
environment for innovative activity (Fach and Grande, 1991)? The danger, according 
to Fach and Grande, is that the narrow policy perspective may neglect the need for 
sufficient socio-political support, whilst policy reliance upon encouraging socio-
political environmental developments may ‘overestimate the political possibilities’ of 
applying such strategy (Fach and Grande; 1991).  
 
Further, Morgan and Nauwelaers (1999) identify that if policy is designed in the 
absence of a business needs-centred approach, desired public support outcomes are 
less likely to be achieved. As Cooke, Boekholt and Todtling (2000) state ‘innovation 
policies cannot directly assist the unemployed back into jobs or backward regions to 
develop, but in concert with other policies such as skills training and infrastructure 
investment (including softer knowledge centre investment) it can’. However, it may be 
stated that the public sector has a key role to play in the innovation process (Cooke, 
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Boekholt and Todtling, 2000). Fach and Grande (1991) consider governments to 
have three functions when fostering innovative activity: firstly, to perform a supporting 
role for innovators; secondly, to apply patent legislation to protect innovative 
outcomes; finally, to create an appropriate environment for innovation to take place – 
namely via economic and education policies. It may be possible to explore the role of 
public policy and innovation at three levels as stated by Lundvall and Borras (1997), 
cited by Cooke, Boekholt and Todtling (2000). Of the three levels, innovation policy is 
considered fundamental (along with human resource development) to policies 
influencing the ‘capability to impose and absorb change’ (other levels consider 
policies affecting the pressure for change and ensuring less favoured regions are 
supported). Indeed, within the European Union there are many examples of regional 
governments working with business. The public/private sector partnership has 
produced a diverse range of schemes designed to attract/initiate and ‘grow’ business 
organisations. The relationship between firms and institutions is expounded by Pilon 
and DeBresson (2003) in their definition of regional innovation networks as ‘a 
collective action, among which local firms and institutions are culturally grounded, for 
the creation and diffusion of additional knowledge’. Political support is also 
considered to be of importance to a successful innovation system (Morgan and 
Nauwelaers, 1999). The political system in Wales may be described as 
‘precautionary economic governance state centric policy’ (Cooke and Clifton, 2005). 
If this description of Wales is accurate, it is likely that the volume and quality of Welsh 
innovative activity is likely to suffer. Indeed, Fach and Grande (1991) consider the 
political system to be a fulcrum in the creation of an environment conducive to 
innovation. They refer to political innovation, namely, legislative action designed to 
create an adaptable business environment.  
 
The extent of desirable intervention may be as Hassink (1992) states when he draws 
attention to the function of institutions. The role Hassink has in mind for institutions 
are ‘to provide inputs such as research and development, training and consultancy, 
which cannot be easily bought on the market’. Institutions may be described as ‘the 
rules of the game’, the game being the movement of knowledge between actors in 
the innovation system (Manley, 2003). Institutional behaviour is likely to both mould 
and be moulded by national culture. Indeed, culture in the form of interpretation of 
‘fairness and justice’ may impact upon the movement of knowledge (Manley, 2003). 
 22 
Further, institutions may have a role to play in the provision of resources prerequisite 
to successful innovation – education service resourcing may be a particularly 
important abutment. There may be other seemingly more mundane institutional 
issues regarding the facilitation of innovation policy. For instance, policy 
implementation necessitates an administration capability with competence in 
managing a multi-stakeholder undertaking (Morgan and Nauwelaers, 1999). It can be 
stated that there is a need for regions to develop a diverse industrial base, thus 
avoiding over-reliance upon a single industrial classification for employment. Hassink 
(1992) supports this stance when he writes ‘innovation policies should not target core 
sectors but help a wide variety of sectors so that all firms may benefit’. NESTA 
(2006) corroborate with Hassink (1992) in advocating that to promote innovation in a 
range of industry sectors a diverse innovation policy is required. This may further be 
supported by the Technium, Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First 
projects, all of which may satisfy Hassink’s vision of providing support to a range of 
sectors. An addition to the work of Hassink is that of Pratt (1997), who considers 
institutions to have a role to play in economic development but stresses that 
institutions may be best employed in a ’learning region’ which he describes  as being 
‘a particularly structured combination of institutions strategically focused on 
technological support, learning and economic development that may be able to 
embed branch plants in the regional economy, and hence cause firms to up grade in 
situ rather than to relocate away from the region’ (Pratt, 1997).  
 
A contribution, which may be considered to be a refinement of Hassink and Pratt’s 
work, is that of Cooke and Morgan (1998). Cooke and Morgan postulate that ‘to be 
an effective animateur of development, the state must be reconstructed rather than 
dismantled and this means enhancing its capacity rather than its size’. Cooke, 
Boekholt and Todtling (2000) also consider learning to be important, stressing the 
need for ‘local and regional networks that can link to global networks’. Such linkages 
state Cooke, Boekholt and Todtling, may augment a region’s capacity for learning. 
Karamanos (2002) supports this view of networks and learning by stating that the 
more engrained networks are in a firm’s activities the more efficient will be its 
‘knowledge exchange’. A more generic interpretation of learning may be that of 
Rothwell (2002) referring to ‘industrial innovation’ as relying upon ‘know-how 
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accumulation’ – suggesting informal linkages between participants in a region’s 
innovative activity. 
 
If innovation is considered to be a learning process, relying partially upon 
technological competence and partially upon ‘entrepreneurial and learning 
competence’ (Morgan and Nauwelaers, 1999), then fundamentally, the innovation 
potential of a region is heavily reliant upon socio cultural factors which, if 
appropriately developed, may enhance the ‘collective learning and diffusion 
mechanisms’ of a region (Morgan and Nauwelaers, 1999). Sweeney (1987) concurs 
with this view of innovation potential as the ‘stock of knowledge in a region’. Such 
interpretation of innovation clearly establishes learning and knowledge accumulation 
as key factors in the ability of a region to innovate. Indeed, Morgan (2002) refers to 
the need for Wales to ‘move up the knowledge chain’. Lundvall (1992) establishes a 
commonsensical relationship between innovation, learning and social interaction, 
stating: ‘a central activity in the system of innovation is learning, and learning is a 
social activity’. Indeed, to foster a learning culture in a region the extent and quality of 
networking may be considered to be a crucial dynamic (Morgan and Nauwelaers, 
1999). There can be little doubt that the Technium Network, Innovation Network 
Partnership, and Communities First projects all contribute to the aforementioned 
learning developments. For example, a Neighbourhood Learning Centre has been 
launched at Trevethin Communities First partnership. This initiative is likely to 
increase the area’s capacity for social and/or business innovation (Davies, 2009). 
Such a learning approach necessitates a constant ‘sounding’ of firms’ requirements 
(Morgan and Nauwelaers, 1999).  
 
Dankbaar (1996) considers ‘outside ideas’ as a crucially important element of the 
innovation process. Indeed, as Angle and Van de Ven (1989) identify, sources of 
innovation are more likely to come from outside the organisation. This view is 
supported by Cosh et al (2005) who identified the positive impact collaboration has 
upon innovative activity. There are those such as Sopwith (2006) who consider 
collaboration to be critical to the innovation process. Thus, it may be contended that 
the cultivation of inter-organisational relationships may need to be prioritised in 
innovation policy initiatives. There may be an issue regarding a suitable ‘seedbed’ 
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environment/fertile ground to act as an enabler for the efficient and effective 
implementation of innovation policy. 
 
Harding (2002) is eulogistical when describing the collaborative nature of the German 
innovation system. She identifies a micro/macro system where the market and public 
sector work together. It may be stated that a prerequisite of innovation in 
organisations is appropriate ‘micro/macro’ linkages (Bovaird and Russell, 2002; 
Beaver and Prince, 2002). Further, the contention by Morgan (1995) that innovation 
is an ‘interactive process’ has implications for business organisations and the 
seemingly rather multifarious business support mechanisms. This view is supported 
by Barnett and Storey (2000), who espouse the need for collaboration to facilitate 
innovative activity. To further support collaboration as a bolster to innovative activity, 
Manley (2003) refers to the ‘team effort’ required for innovative activity to take place. 
Cooke (2002) describes the synergistic nature of systemic innovation as relying upon 
inter- and intra- collaboration between the public and private sector. Kestenbaum 
(2006) supports this view by encouraging a collaborative approach to innovation 
involving a triple helix of academic, business and government inputs. It may be 
stated that the success of a regional innovation system may be at least partly 
dependent upon the ‘sociological and cultural parameters’ impinging upon the 
networking capabilities of regional stakeholders (Morgan and Nauwelaers, 1999). 
Similarly, Rutten and Boekema (2007) stress the importance of intangible factors 
affecting innovation. For example, intangible factors such as trust, norms and 
networks (Putnam et al, 1993).  
 
Other intangible factors including culture and spatial proximity influence levels of 
innovation (Rutten and Boekema, 2007).The relevance of such intangibles is that 
they facilitate cooperation which is an important contributory factor to facilitate 
increasing the level of innovative activity (Rutten and Boekema, 2007). 
Correspondingly, Landry et al (2002) consider innovation to be a product of the 
tangible and intangible forms of capital combined together. For instance, tangible 
forms of capital such as technology and other physical resources, and intangible 
forms of capital such as social capital. To further enable the innovation process, a 
range of sustained interactions (both orderly and disorderly) between firms and their 
stakeholders is required (Landry et al, 2002). Thus, begging an answer to the 
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question, which comes first, an appropriate innovative culture in which to embed 
policy, or an innovative policy to foster and develop an appropriate culture (Cooke, 
Boekholt and Todtling, 2000)? Even if there is prerequisite public sector support for 
innovation, it does not necessarily follow that private firms have sufficient resources 
and/or capacity to be innovation active (Morgan and Nauwelaers, 1999). 
 
Innovation policy also has its critics. Morgan and Nauwelaers (1999) are 
unsupportive of early policy responses to regional innovation deficits. For instance, 
they consider the STRIDE (Science and Technology for Regional Development – 
designed to boost innovation and the research and technology development of a 
region) initiative to have not addressed key regional problem areas. Namely, poorly 
performing regions were characterised by a lack of private sector involvement and 
low levels of technology transfer. However, the STRIDE programme appears to have 
been focused upon funding public sector projects with little or no emphasis upon the 
promotion of technology transfer (Morgan and Nauwelaers, 1999). This type of 
programme may be considered to have a ‘top-down’ accent. Such an approach relies 
upon the supposed linearity of the innovation process – resulting in the transmission 
or filtering down of innovative activity into the market place. Indeed, the adoption by 
policy makers of the linear model of innovation has, according to Morgan and 
Nauwelaers, hindered policy efficiency and effectiveness. Cooke (2002) also 
supports the view that linear model innovation-led policy is outdated. Further, Morgan 
and Nauwelaers highlight (1999) the need for policy to adopt a ‘bottom-up’ approach 
– placing emphasis upon firms’ demand for support. The Wales Trades Union 
Congress (TUC) (2003) concurs with this view. The Wales TUC considers innovation 
policy in Wales to be too biased towards ‘top-down management’. This, claims the 
Wales TUC, has been a negative influence in previous policies. Additionally, Morgan 
and Nauwelaers (1999) consider such regional institutions (regional government, 
trade associations, chambers of commerce, and trade unions) as being too 
interested in ‘status, power and the past’ at the expense of ‘knowledge, learning and 
the present’. Miles and Green (2008) also critique traditional innovation policy stating 
it overemphasises technology-based innovation processes and products, and 
neglects providing support for hidden innovation.  
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2.7 Innovation Programmes in Wales 
Wales may be considered to have a reputation as a pioneer of European sponsored 
regional innovation policy. Wales was awarded a contract for the first pilot Regional 
Technology Plan (RTP) in 1994. The Welsh RTP implementation began in June 
1996. Indeed, the RTP has been viewed as having ground-breaking and rather 
fecund qualities – contributing to the conception of numerous innovation strategies 
across Europe. Currently, in terms of innovative activity, the aim of the Welsh 
Assembly Government is for business expenditure on innovation to be greater than 1 
per cent of Welsh GDP by 2010 (Welsh Assembly Government, 2002a). 
 
Current innovation policy in Wales may be said to take many forms. For instance, 
there are examples where innovation policy overtly focuses upon increasing 
instances of traditionally-measured innovation. For example, there are programmes 
designed to increase levels of research and development or support for the 
development of new technology. The Technium Network is an example of a 
programme explicitly focused upon achieving traditionally-measured innovation 
outcomes. On the other hand, innovation programmes may not be so explicit in their 
innovation-related outcomes. The Communities First programme may be said to be 
such an initiative. The Communities First programme does not overtly mention 
innovation as one of its desired outcomes. However, it may be stated that innovation, 
especially social innovation, is inferred to be an outcome of the Communities First 
programme. There are also innovation programmes which do not fit neatly into the 
aforementioned traditionally-measured innovation and social innovation focused 
programmes. For example, the Innovation Network Partnership may not directly 
achieve tangible innovation outcomes but has a focus of fostering innovation activity 
across the spectrum of its forms.  
 
To explore innovation policy in Wales, two time segments of innovation programmes 
have been identified. Welsh innovation programmes delivered in 2005 and 2010 are 
to be the exploration cynosure.  
 
During the 1970s and 1980s and into the early part of the 1990s the main force 
pushing innovation policy in Wales was the Welsh Development Agency (WDA). The 
2005 WDA innovation policy and programmes were located in the ‘Innovation Works’ 
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initiative. The programmes detailed in figures 2.1; 2.2; 2.3; and 2.4 are indicative of 
the broad range of programmes contained in ‘Innovation Works’. Subsequently, the 
WDA has been absorbed by the Welsh Assembly Government. Innovation policies in 
Wales became housed in the Department of Enterprise, Innovation and Networks 
(currently the Department for the Economy and Transport). Examples of 2005 
programmes include the Knowledge Bank for Business which was designed to 
support businesses which have high growth potential. The provision included 
supporting high growth businesses by providing diagnostics and benchmarking, 
financial training, and innovation-related advice and support. Other programmes 
included: the Institute of Life Sciences in Swansea; The Centre for Advanced 
Software Technology in Bangor; and ECM2 in Port Talbot. Programmes such as 
EMC2 are still in place as is another programme, the Wales Innovators’ Network 
designed to support innovative activity.  
 
In 2005, public support for innovation in Wales appeared in several guises. The 
innovation-centred public programmes/initiatives vary from the provision of financial 
support to establishing networks to the fostering of an innovation culture in Wales. 
The sources of public innovation policy are at times distinctive, often, having easily 
identifiable roots in the European Union, UK National Government, or Welsh 
Assembly Government. However, such is the policy and programme diversity that the 
innovation policy environment is complex and may be considered ‘unfriendly’ to those 
seeking to analyse policy implementation. Given the thesis parameters cynosure is 
placed upon programmes/initiatives with a Welsh base/origin. The multiplicity of 
innovation support programmes is represented in the choice of case studies, namely, 
the Technium Network, the Innovation Network Partnership, and the Communities 
First project. 
 
There are many public sector initiatives designed to encourage innovative activity in 
Wales. It may be possible to categorise such initiatives along a ‘hard-to-soft’ policy 
continuum. The ‘hard’ end is characterised by technology-focused, easier to 
identify/measure tangible outcomes (such as the Technium Network). The ‘soft’ end 
may be represented by programmes such as Communities First. 
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Figure 2.0    2005 Incubators and Science Parks 
 
 
 
Source: www.wales4innovation.com, 2005. 
 
The Technium Network identified in Figure 2.0 is an element of the Welsh Assembly 
Government’s incubator and science park programme – it is designed to provide an 
environment to nurture business–academe relationships. The project has its roots in 
an innovation centre based in Swansea, South Wales. The 2005 Technium centres 
typically housed representatives from Know-How Wales, Innovation Managers, and 
members of the Technology and Innovation group of the WDA. The Technium 
Network was constructively criticised by the Royal Academy of Engineering (2003). 
The academy identified that participants often relocated from other parts of the UK. 
As a consequence the academy suggests a greater preponderance of indigenous 
firm involvement should be encouraged. Gene Park was established in a virtual form 
between some of the leading Welsh universities – and was due to become ‘real’ in 
2005.  
 
Figure 2.1    2010 Incubators and Science Parks 
 
 
 
Source: Welsh Assembly Government programme information and publicity 
materials, 2010. 
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As illustrated in Figure 2.1 there are similarities with the incubator landscape found 
in 2005. Both the Technium Network and the Engineering Centre for Manufacturing 
and Materials (EMC2) are still operating. EMC2 provides laboratory space dedicated 
to research and development. There are also several local authority-supported 
incubator facilities such as the Caerphilly County Borough Council incubator 
facilities at Tredomen.  
 
Efficient and effective networks are often considered to be a fundamental requisite of 
any successful innovation activity. As a consequence a number of innovation 
networks have been established in Wales – Figure 2.2 identifies some of the most 
significant. 
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Figure 2.2   2005 Innovation Networks in Wales 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:www.wales4innovation.com, 2005 
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Innovation Relay Centre forms part of a pan-Europe network. It aimed to support 
innovative activity in technology-orientated SMEs. The EUREKA scheme offered 
networking opportunities for businesses especially SMEs to collaborate with one 
another. Other programmes such as the IRE (Innovating Regions in Europe) 
network are intended to provide an opportunity for the dissemination of 
views/experiences of regions engaged in the design and implementation of 
innovation policies. 
 
Figure 2.3   2010 Innovation Networks in Wales 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Welsh Assembly Government programme information and publicity 
materials, 2010. 
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Enterprise Europe Network Wales initiative. Secondly, innovation policy has 
arguably become increasingly focused upon supporting research and development. 
 
There is also a range of Welsh Assembly Government programmes designed to 
offer support for innovative activity in Wales. 
 
Figure 2.4    2005 Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) Innovation  
                     Sponsored Programmes 
 
 
Source: www.wales4innovation.com, 2005. 
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Figure 2.5    2010 Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) Innovation  
                     Sponsored Programmes 
 
 
Source: Welsh Assembly Government programme information and publicity 
materials, 2010. 
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Figure 2.6    Innovation Business Support in Wales  
         
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:www.wales4innovation.com, 2005 
 
Figure 2.6 is an apt illustration of the diversity of innovation focused programmes in 
Wales – some finance focused, some soft/culture focused. For instance SMART 
Cymru, provided support along the ‘journey of innovation’. The assistance provided 
may be financial and/or mentoring. Another programme, which involved financial 
assistance and advice, was the Innovation Credits initiative. Targeted at SMEs the 
scheme offered support to a plethora of innovation-linked activities. This has been 
replaced by the Innovation Vouchers scheme (see figure 2.7). Initiatives such as 
the Technology Exploitation Programme were designed, primarily for SMEs to 
access suitable technology for performance improvements. Other initiatives offer a 
Technology 
Exploitation 
Programme 
Wales 
Innovation 
Relay 
Centre 
 
Publications 
and 
Directories 
 
Network of 
Innovation and 
Technology 
Counsellors 
 
Environmental 
Goods and 
Services 
Programme 
 
Intellectual 
Property 
Credits 
 
DDA 
 
Commitment 
to Innovation 
(CTI) 
 
Innovation 
Credits 
 
Smart Cymru 
Awards and 
Competitions 
Industry and 
Academic links – 
Centres of 
Excellence 
(CETIC) 
 
Inside 
Welsh 
Industry 
 
Manufacturing 
Advisory 
Service 
 
Innovation 
Business 
Support 
 35 
more personal service. For example, the network of Innovation and Technology 
Counsellors (ITCs) was established in 1996 as a form of trouble-shooter for 
technological-based problems. Further, the ITCs created an awareness of new 
technology and acted as a network facilitator amongst organisations either 
requiring a technological input and/or organisations offering to supply technology. 
The Counsellors acted as intermediaries between business organisations and the 
Smart Cymru grant.  The network of ITCs was regionally structured. Across Wales 
there were seventeen counsellors based in regional business parks. Schemes 
created to assist technology transfer included the Defence Diversification Authority 
(facilitating the licensed transfer of technology from the Ministry of Defence to 
business organisations), and the Environmental Goods and Services Programme 
(operated in conjunction with the Technology Exploitation Programme). It may be 
worth noting that evidence from the USA suggests if creatively employed, public 
sector R&D spending may be a comparatively efficient vehicle for technology 
transfer. This may be achieved through public sector supported research 
institutions created to facilitate and encourage university – industry relations 
(Hughes, 2003). 
 
‘Softer’ programmes included the Wales Innovation Relay Centre which was 
engaged in the broking of cross-border business collaborations. Other initiatives at 
the ‘softer’ end of the support spectrum were the publications ‘Biomed’ and 
‘Technology Focus’. Both journals were designed to share examples of innovative 
activity amongst the public and private sectors in Wales. Innovation programmes in 
Wales also attempt to engage in culture change. Programmes such as Inside Welsh 
Industry (where individuals have an opportunity to visit organisations and be 
exposed to different working practices) were considered to contribute to raising 
awareness of innovation and entrepreneurship; thus contributing to nurturing an 
innovative and enterprising culture in Wales. Another such scheme, albeit on an 
organisational level, is the Commitment to Innovation programme – set up to reward 
innovative inter- and intra-organisational activity. This was a scheme designed to 
accredit technology-rich businesses with a Commitment to Innovation ‘stamp of 
approval’. It should also be noted that there are several ‘not-for-profit’ agencies such 
as Newport and Gwent Enterprise, and Venture Wales that are also contributors to 
business innovation in Wales. 
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Figure 2.7    2010 Innovation Business Support in Wales  
         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Welsh Assembly Government programme information and publicity 
materials, 2010. 
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with business via the Academic Expertise for Business (A4B) and Academic 
Business Collaboration guide initiatives. 
 
2.8     Welsh Innovation Performance 
Rutten and Boekema (2007) explore reasons why nations such as Wales are still 
categorised among Europe’s less economically favoured. They consider European 
Union innovation policy to have been unsuccessful. Policy has been largely focused 
upon technological development and competitiveness via innovation. Nevertheless, 
comparatively poor regions such as Wales remain comparatively uncompetitive. Of 
interest to this study is the concept of a ‘geography of knowledge’ (Rutten and 
Boekema, 2007). A geography of knowledge refers to the proximity of 
individuals/organisations to one another – based on the premise that proximity 
matters to knowledge exchange (Lambert, 2004). This concept may be of interest 
because of the physical proximity of the actors in the Technium, Innovation Network 
Partnership, and the Communities First project. It has been stated that the 
exchange of tacit knowledge is more efficient and effective if undertaken face-to-
face (Rutten and Boekema, 2007). In support, Cooke et al (2005) in their research 
exploring the relationship between social capital and SME innovation success, 
reveal the importance of face-to-face interaction as an abutment to innovation 
activity.  
 
It should be noted that typically measures of innovation activity are aggregated. As a 
result of such aggregation, the innovation performance of industrial sectors and/or 
regions is hidden (NESTA, 2006). As a consequence, there may be industries 
and/or regions included in such aggregations which record an innovation 
performance score higher than the aggregate score. This may result in the true level 
of industry-based and regional innovation performance being masked.  
 
A review of Welsh innovation performance arguably needs to consider both tangible 
and intangible outcomes of innovative activity. Typical measures of tangible 
outcomes are expenditure on research and development (R&D), number of patent 
applications, and the creation of new products and new processes (Ahmed and 
Shepherd, 2010). The intangible outcomes are more subjective in nature and 
comparatively difficult to measure. For example, intangible outcomes may include 
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innovative developments to management of an organisation’s resources or 
innovative developments to an organisation’s culture. 
 
Indeed, to ascertain levels of innovative activity there are several indicators, which 
may be employed. For instance, the filing and granting of patent applications may 
be considered to be one such indicator. In absolute terms, the Welsh performance 
for patent applications appears unsatisfactory when compared to London and the 
South East of England, but satisfactory against Northern Ireland and North East 
England – especially in terms of patents granted (Patent Office, 2003). Other 
indicators include research and development (R&D) activity. In pure financial terms 
Wales ranks amongst the lowest (with Northern Ireland and North East England) in 
the UK for R&D expenditure both by business enterprises and Higher Education 
Institutions (Office for National Statistics, 2003). When figures for business 
enterprise R&D personnel are expressed as a percentage of the regional labour 
force, the Welsh performance trails nearly all UK regions – with the exception of 
North East England. The data for Wales is approximately one third of the UK 
average (Office for National Statistics, 2003). However, government R&D personnel 
in Wales as a percentage of the regional labour force is more than half the UK 
average and compares favourably with the East and West Midlands, North West 
England, Yorkshire, and Northern Ireland (Office for National Statistics, 2003).  
 
Further, in relation to innovation performance, the Welsh Economic performance per 
se is rather mixed. The 2003 and 2011 employment levels in Wales are 
comparatively strong (Office for National Statistics, 2004a; and Office for National 
Statistics, 2011). The 2003, regional and sub-regional Gross Value Added (GVA) 
statistics reveal a rather bleak picture of the Welsh economy. Wales along with 
Northern Ireland and North East England recorded the lowest GVA figures per head 
of population in the UK (Office for National Statistics, 2004b). By 2009 the intra UK 
comparable data has Wales floundering as the worst performing region in the UK, 
25.7 per cent below the UK average GVA statistics (Office for National Statistics, 
2010). At sub-regional level (NUTS2) West Wales and the Valleys recorded the 
second lowest figures for GVA per head of population in the UK (Office for National 
Statistics, 2004c). The comparable position of West Wales and the Valleys 
deteriorated the 2008 data revealing GVA data as the worst in the UK (Office for 
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National Statistics, 2010). Arguably, the main economic issue to be addressed by the 
Welsh Assembly Government is the intra-regional differences in income and wealth. 
It may be debated whether the economic performance of Wales is a consequence of 
comparatively poor innovation indicators or whether levels of innovation are resultant 
of economic performance. Other factors affecting a region’s ability to be innovative 
are also a cause for concern in Wales. For example, Wales records one of the lowest 
regional scores in the UK for the proportion of working age population with a higher 
education qualification. It should be noted that the volume and quality of a region’s 
human capital, especially educational attainment, is an integral element of a region’s 
capability to be innovative (Rutten and Boekema, 2007).  Similarly, the number of 
qualified scientists and engineers in Wales as a percentage of employment is lower 
than most other regions of the UK (Department of Trade and Industry, 2003). 
 
Authors such as Bessant and Tidd (2007) identify several means of measuring 
innovative activity. For example, the production of research papers, number of 
patents awarded and the production of new products, are all considered as being 
indicators of innovative activity. Operational innovation, an element of hidden 
innovation, may be measured by using customer satisfaction surveys to monitor 
trends for development in operational efficiency and effectiveness. As well as 
measuring innovation outputs, input likely to promote innovation may also be 
measured. For example, investment in education and training, the recruitment and 
selection of employees with desirable skill and knowledge sets, and the percentage 
of sales devoted to R&D may all be employed to measure the innovativeness of a 
firm (Bessant and Tidd, 2007). According to Cooke et al (2005) innovative activity 
may be measured by employing three indicators: firstly, by considering the number of 
new products and processes introduced new to market (during the last three years); 
secondly, the proportion of sales accounted for by new to market products and 
processes; thirdly, the measure of the number of quality standards awarded to a firm. 
Halkett (2008) critiques the measurement of innovative activity in the UK. He states 
that the performance indicators typically used only partially expose the true level of 
innovation activity in the UK. Halkett (2008) continues by questioning the accuracy 
with which innovation metrics have been collated.  
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An analysis of the tangible outcomes of innovative activity in Wales reveals a mix of 
positive and negative feedback. For instance, in 2002, Welsh expenditure on R&D 
was 2.05% of the UK total, higher education and government-funded research 
accounts for 55 per cent of Welsh R&D. This compares unfavourably with a UK figure 
of 32 per cent. Further, Wales contributed only 1.4 per cent of UK business 
enterprise R&D expenditure. Welsh R&D expenditure is £244 per employee, only the 
North East and York/Humber recorded lower figures – the UK average being £669 
per employee (Welsh Assembly Government, 2009). Patent application data for 
Wales is another indication of comparatively poor Welsh innovation performance. In 
absolute terms the Welsh performance for patent applications appears unsatisfactory 
when compared to London and the South East of England, but satisfactory against 
Northern Ireland and North East England – especially in terms of patents granted 
(Patent Office, 2003).  
 
However, slight improvements in Welsh innovation performance have been recorded. 
In 2004, the Welsh share of UK R&D expenditure grew from its 2002 figure of 2.05 
per cent to 2.28 per cent. Another positive development has been the convergence of 
the Wales HE and government-funded research figures converging closer to the UK 
average.  
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Table 2.3   Research and Development Expenditure 
Year Total 
expenditure 
on research 
and 
development  
Higher 
education 
bodies 
research 
and 
development 
Business 
enterprise 
research 
and 
development 
Government 
and 
Research 
Councils 
research 
and 
development 
Private, non 
profit bodies 
research and 
development 
 UK 
£m 
Wales 
£m 
UK 
% 
Wales 
%   
UK 
% 
Wales 
% 
UK 
% 
Wales 
% 
UK 
% 
Wales 
% 
1995 14 032 228 19.21  44.74 64.96 42.1 14.55 13.51 1.26 Data not 
available 
1996 14 447 240 19.32 43.75 64.35 45.0 14.72 11.25 1.59 Data not 
available 
1997 14 685 249 19.68 44.57 65.07 45.38 13.57 10.04 1.66 Data not 
available 
1998 15 503 284 19.6 39.78 65.36 44.01 13.3 16.19 1.72 Data not 
available 
1999 16 978 392 19.57 32.90 66.56 51.78 12.28 15.30 1.56 Data not 
available 
2000 17 737 351 20.8 39.6 64.89 41.02 12.62 19.65 1.66 Data not 
available 
2001 18 547 365 22.37 42.46 65.98 44.1 9.88 13.42 1.75 Data not 
available 
2002 19 242 407 23.99 44.22 64.87 45.94 9.17 10.07 1.94 Data not 
available 
2003 19 727 431 24.25 40.60 63.39 46.4 10.48 12.99 1.87 Data not 
available 
2004 20 242 475 24.72 29.05 62.55 47.57 10.72 10.73 2.00 Data not 
available 
2005 22 094 509 25.2 43.41 62.17 45.57 10.36 11.0 2.27 Data not 
available 
2006 23 409 493 25.72 47.66 62.2 43.81 9.88 8.51 2.19 Data not 
available 
2007 25 423 525 25.63 48.38 63.37 43.23 8.8 8.38 2.19 Data not 
available 
Source:   Adapted from: Welsh Assembly Government (2009) 
 
Table 2.3 illustrates that Wales appears to rely far more heavily upon the Higher 
Education sector for research and development than the rest of the UK. Mean data 
reveals that between 1995 and 2007 41.62 per cent of research and development 
expenditure in Wales and 22.31 per cent in the UK can be attributed to the Higher 
Education sector. Also, there seems to be a significant difference in the Business 
Enterprise Research and Development (BERD) category. Using the data in Table 
2.3, the mean BERD score for Wales is 45.07 per cent and 64.29 per cent in the UK 
as a whole. In areas such as the South East of England, BERD accounted for 69.9 
per cent of research and development expenditure in 2007 (Welsh Assembly 
Government, 2009). BERD in Wales is typically undertaken by a comparatively small 
number of companies. As a result BERD in Wales is considered to be rather 
unpredictable (Welsh Assembly Government, 2009). A factor which may contribute to 
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a country such as Wales having a comparatively low BERD score may be its 
industrial structure (Smith, 2006). In particular, the Welsh BERD data is likely to be 
adversely affected by the comparatively low number of R&D intensive firms in Wales. 
 
It may be said that there is a need for a creative innovation policy in Wales to be 
identified. The work of Cooke and Morgan (1998), with its consideration of de-
emphasising the role of financial assistance to solve regional problems, may be 
applicable to Wales. Further, Cooke, Boekholt and Todtling (2000) consider current 
regional innovation systems as predominantly having an awareness creation and 
facilitation role as opposed to a catalytic function, changing the ‘direction or 
dynamics’ of a regional innovation system. It should be noted that Wales appears to 
have a reasonably impressive record for innovative activity amongst its SMEs 
(Keeble and Bryson, 1996; Cooke and Morgan, 1998). 
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3.0     Chapter Three – Literature Review 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter explores the main conceptual themes of the thesis. There are two 
major concepts critically examined here, namely innovation and social capital. The 
concept of innovation is disaggregated into three components. The rationale for 
such disaggregation is to provide a basis for a holistic analysis of innovation 
indicators. The choice of components may be said to represent a spectrum of 
innovation activity from traditionally-measured innovation through to social 
innovation. Further, the three components may be said to characterise the main 
sub-sets of forms of innovation. The components identified for the purpose of this 
research are technical/commercial innovation, hidden innovation, and social 
innovation. Technical/commercial innovation is considered to be innovation as 
measured by metrics traditionally employed to ascertain levels of innovative activity. 
The second component explored is hidden innovation, innovation which usually 
goes unnoticed when applying traditional innovation metrics. Finally social 
innovation, considered to be innovative activity which is of benefit to society. For all 
three innovation components, definitions and interpretations are included to aid 
concept understanding. Further, the vagaries of innovation measurement are 
considered in the context of the three innovation components identified. 
 
The second main conceptual theme is social capital. Social capital as a concept is a 
comparatively recent addition to regional economic and innovation literature. Facets 
include trust, collaboration, cooperation, bridging and bonding social capital, and 
general reciprocity. Social capital and its relationship with innovation are explored at 
length. As with the concept of innovation, the means of measuring social capital are 
appraised.  Similarly to innovation, social capital is considered to be a rather elusive 
phenomenon to measure.  
 
3.2 Defining Innovation 
To define the term innovation requires an exploration into its apparent multifaceted 
nature. Innovation may be considered to be something of a partial enigma, co-
existing with a number of recurrent themes. It is this notion of recurrent themes, 
which is to form the platform for defining innovation. Frequently innovation appears 
to be defined in rather general, all-encompassing terms. For instance, Clipson 
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(1991) cited by Henry and Walker (1991) considers innovation to be ‘all the activities 
of bringing a new product or process to the market’. A further generic observation is 
that of Cecora (1999) who defines innovation as the ‘product of a mental activity 
combining two or more elements that had not previously been joined in this fashion’. 
Manimala (1999) concurs with the perception of change as an element of innovation 
stating ‘innovations are qualitatively different from existing products, services, ideas, 
modes of thinking, etc’. Similarly, McFadzean et al (2005) consider some of the 
most important facets of innovation to be new ideas and the ‘potential for change’. 
Continuing the theme of innovation being something that is new and brings change, 
the OECD/Eurostat (2005) definition emphasises the notion that an innovation is 
something that is new or significantly new to an organisation.  
 
One of the broadest definitions for innovation is that of Barnett (1953:7) – ‘any 
thought, behaviour, thing that is new because it is qualitatively different from existing 
forms’. Another broad definition is that of Conway and Steward (2009) who consider 
innovation to occur when an invention is commonly used. Such statements arguably 
‘cloud’ understanding of the key or fundamental aspects of innovation. Equally, 
these statements may prove to be a wholly accurate reflection of the true meaning 
of innovation. Traditionally, innovation has been considered to be a ‘linear process 
starting with research and development and ending on the market’ (Cooke, Boekholt 
and Todtling, 2000:3). However, a more contemporary view of the innovation 
process considers innovation to be a more dynamic, interactive entity (Cooke, 
Boekholt and Todtling, 2000). The innovation process may be unique in each case. 
One common facet likely to be present is the notion that innovation is a complex 
process (NESTA, 2008). Manley (2003), citing the Bureau of Industry Economics 
(1991), refers to the innovation process as involving an ‘intense traffic’ of facts and 
ideas. Again such a view is a move away from the traditional linear model of the 
innovation process. Similarly, innovation may be described as a ‘complex and 
interactive process involving multiple feedbacks’ between a variety of stakeholders 
(NESTA, 2007). This statement clearly emphasises the importance of idea and 
exchange to the innovation process. Innovation may also be defined in a narrow 
and/or broad sense (Morgan and Nauwelaers, 1999). In a narrow sense, innovation 
may have a focus upon new technology. Fach and Grande (1991) distinguish 
between three types of technical innovation. Namely, technical innovations that 
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change: a single product or process; the products and processes of a ‘branch’ of the 
economy; or transform the ‘economic – technical system of a society’. Indeed, 
innovation is often considered to have a technological bias. However, authors such 
as Rutten and Boekema (2007) allude to innovation as being reliant upon several 
different types of knowledge; of which technological knowledge is just one. It may be 
the case that facets of social capital may provide knowledge prerequisite for 
innovation, whilst a broader interpretation of innovation may refer to seemingly more 
mundane aspects of business activity such as the development of a more efficient 
and effective supply chain. 
 
A concept which appears to be virtually omnipresent in definitions of innovation is 
creativity. It may be stated that people who can think creatively should be ‘nurtured 
and rewarded’ – as should those managers who can ‘harness’ creativity and 
produce desirable outcomes (Phillips, 1993). Phillips’ work noticeably draws 
attention to the importance of bringing on the appropriate management of creativity 
to the innovation process. Creativity is prominently featured in definitions of 
innovation by Drucker (1991), Henry (2001) and Von Stamm (2003). Arguably the 
most popular element of a definition of innovation is the commercialisation of ideas 
– the successful adoption of products and services in the market place (Tidd, 
Bessant and Pavitt, 1997; Morgan and Nauwelaers, 1999; Drucker, 1991; Afuah, 
2003; Clipson, 1991; Roper et al, 2003; Halkett, 2008; Dodgson et al, 2008). Others, 
such as Clements (2005), describe innovation as a ‘process which takes ideas to 
the market’. He considers the process to be a ‘bridge’ between the idea and the 
market. A similar definition is that of the UK Department for Innovation Universities 
and Skills (2008) who believe innovation to be the successful exploitation of an idea. 
The commercialisation view of innovation may be encapsulated in a statement by 
Afuah (2003:34) ‘to be an innovation, an idea must be converted into a product or 
service that customers want’. It is worth noting that although definitions of innovation 
often include reference to commercial market success, a lack of market success 
does not turn an innovation into a mere invention (Trott, 2005).  
 
Other interpretations such as that offered by Jones (2003) consider time as a 
function of innovation. Henry (2001) shares this time-lapse view of innovation stating 
‘most innovations come about through a series of incremental improvements’. 
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Similarly, Smith (2006) recognises that innovation does not necessarily have to 
involve a new product or process, but may be an incremental change or 
development to an existing product or process. Communication and teamwork are 
also considered to be important facets of innovation (Morgan and Nauwelaers, 
1999); Henry (2001); Manley (2003). Indeed, Cooke, Roper, and Wylie (2002) 
concur with this view adding a regional dimension; they consider innovation to be 
‘not solely technical, but is a social process within a region’. To further the social 
aspect of innovation, the European Commission (2003) recognises the economic 
and social consequences of innovation. Innovation is considered to occur when 
something novel has an impact economically and socially Phillis et al (2008).  
 
Innovation may be contextualised amongst the activities of a business organisation. 
It has strategic/competitive and value implications for a business organisation 
(Porter, 1990; Centre for Urban and Regional Development Studies, 2002; Jones, 
2002; Henry, 2001; Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 1997). The ‘value’ is given prominence 
by Drucker (2001:133) – proposing innovation to be ‘changing the value or 
satisfaction obtained from resources by the consumer’. West and Farr (1990) 
approach the issue of value from a slightly different angle. They believe innovation 
to be designed to ‘significantly benefit’ a host of organisational stakeholders. A 
further linkage between innovation and value is provided by Manley (2003:33) ‘the 
process of creating value is one of developing innovations using the resources 
immediately available in the user-producer value chain’. Similarly, the cynosure of 
the Ahmed and Shepherd (2010) definition of innovation is added value. They 
believe that both product and process innovation ‘embodies’ the notion of value 
added. Fundamentally, it may be stated that at the ‘heart of innovation’ is a linkage 
between business development/offering and the market place. Indeed, as Drucker 
(1991) states ‘innovation is both conceptual and perceptual’, meaning it has an 
organisational locale coupled with an acceptance in the market place. Innovation 
may also be categorised in terms of outcomes. For instance, outcomes may be 
product or process innovation. Product innovation has been described as being the 
development in a firm’s products or services (Bessant and Tidd, 2007), whilst 
process innovation occurs when a firm improves or develops its creation and or 
production of goods and services (Bessant and Tidd, 2007). A slightly different 
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definition of process innovation has a focus upon cost reduction and improvements 
in production efficiency (NESTA, 2008).  
 
Innovation has also been viewed with a degree of scepticism. For example, Kirton 
(2003) ‘innovation the term may be popular, the concept is not’ whilst for Hamel 
(2003) ‘innovation is more rhetoric than reality’. Ultimately, as stated previously, 
innovation may be considered difficult to define such that it appears to be a rather 
portable concept. It may be just as well to adopt the view of Irwin (2000) ‘innovation 
is about doing things differently’.  
 
3.3 Models of Innovation 
There are several representations of innovation most of which may be positioned on 
a continuum existing between static and dynamic models. The first collective of 
models to be explored are known as static models. Innovation may be identified 
according to its impact upon a business’s capabilities. If the innovation may be 
described as being radical, implying a dramatic change in existing knowledge, such 
innovation may be described as being ‘competence destroying’ (Afuah, 2003). At 
the other end of the static model scale is incremental innovation, it may be stated 
that most innovative activity can be located here (Afuah, 2003). Further, innovation 
may be classified given its economic impact either radical (a dramatic change in 
factors affecting profitability) or incremental (indicating a non-dramatic effect upon 
profitability). A radical innovation in this context would result in existing products 
being considered uncompetitive, whilst an incremental innovation would enable 
existing products to remain competitive (Afuah, 2003).  Arguably, new entrants in an 
industry may be more likely to embrace radical innovation whilst existing industry 
participants may tend to adopt an incrementalist view. However, there are many 
exceptions to this interpretation of a business’s receptiveness to innovation given 
the static model continuum (Afuah, 2003).  
 
There are several models worth exploring to develop a deeper appreciation of 
innovation. For instance, the Abernathy-Clark model identifies that the knowledge 
abutment to innovation is likely to be technical and market-based. Further, the 
model recognises that market and technical knowledge may be at times at least be 
equally important (Abernathy and Clark, 1988). A further exploration and 
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interpretation of incremental and radical innovation has been undertaken by 
Henderson and Clark (1990). They consider product development as requiring 
component knowledge and knowledge of linkages between components – dubbed 
‘architectural’ knowledge. The Henderson-Clark model identifies innovation as being 
incremental if it develops both component and ‘architectural’ knowledge. Innovation 
is considered radical if it ‘destroys’ both component and ‘architectural’ knowledge. 
Other combinations of component and ‘architectural’ knowledge change are 
‘modular innovation’ (component knowledge destroyed, ‘architectural’ knowledge 
improved) and ‘architectural innovation’ (component knowledge improved, 
‘architectural’ knowledge destroyed) (Afuah, 2003).  
 
Another model of innovation is the Disruptive Technological Change model 
proposed by Christensen and Overdorf (2000). This particular model alludes to 
business’s preoccupation with compliance to current customers’ requirements. This 
preoccupation suggests Christensen and Overdorf (2000) may limit a business’ 
propensity to engage in radical innovation. Porter, as cited by Afuah (2003), created 
the Innovation Value-Added Chain model. This model has been developed to 
consider the impact innovative activity may have upon the ‘competitiveness and 
capabilities of a firm’s suppliers, customers and complementary innovators’.  In 
support, Fountain (1998) considers the fostering of productive supplier relationships 
to be a key element in the innovation process. It may also be possible to suggest 
that successful innovative activity relies upon strategic management support (Afuah, 
2003). Finally, an alternative mechanism for modeling innovation is the Familiarity 
Matrix (Afuah, 2003). As the title suggests the less familiar (the more radical) the 
innovation appears to be – the more likely outside assistance/support may be 
required for successful innovation to take place. Indeed, European firms may be 
criticised for their over-reliance upon incremental innovation possibly at the expense 
of ‘breakthrough’ innovation (Cooke, Boekholt and Todtling, 2000). 
 
The static models described above tend to take a ‘snap-shot’ of the innovation 
process. A possibly more useful genus is dynamic models – which provide an 
insight to innovative activity over a longer period of time. Further, dynamic models, 
as stated by Afuah (2003), consider technology as ‘having a life of its own’. Indeed, 
during its lifetime the technology may experience both radical and incremental 
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phases (possibly in different businesses) (Afuah, 2003). The first dynamic model to 
be examined has been developed by Utterback and Abernathy (1975) as cited by 
Afuah (2003). Utterback and Abernathy identify three phases that are present as 
technology evolves. The phases are entitled ‘fluid’, ‘transitional’, and ‘specific’. The 
‘fluid’ phase may be described as a time when ideas and designs are initially 
developed – possibly exposed to certain stakeholders. The penultimate ‘transitional’ 
stage occurs when the product design has been accepted in the market place. 
Indeed, at this stage a change in focus from product to process innovation may 
occur. During the final stage – ‘specific’, product innovation is likely to be 
incremental with greater emphasis upon process innovation (Afuah, 2003).  
 
3.4 Networks and Innovation 
Networks are typically established to enable relationships to be built and social 
interactions to take place. Bessant and Tidd (2007) define networks as a ‘complex 
interconnected group or system’. They describe some of the benefits of networking 
such as access to complementary resources, for instance, knowledge and the 
sharing of risks among network members. This concurs with the complementarity 
and knowledge sharing work of Ahuja (2000). Bessant and Tidd (2007) identify ten 
different types of innovation network, some intra-firm but most inter-firm 
(occasionally with a regional or sectoral flavour). Employing the network typology of 
Bessant and Tidd (2007) to categorise the Innovation Network Partnership may 
prove to be problematic.  
 
This may be the case because the Innovation Network Partnership may not in itself 
produce innovation outcomes but may instead be a facilitator enabling open 
innovation to be practiced. This statement may appear to be contradictory in terms 
of possibly not producing innovation outcomes yet still supporting open innovation. 
In reality it may be the case that the Innovation Network Partnership achieves 
innovation outcomes in a form of hidden innovation or possible quasi-social 
innovation. Possibly, the Bessant and Tidd (2007) innovation network categorisation 
offer the closest match to the Innovation Network Partnership is that of 
‘Communities of Practice’. Communities of Practice are networks in which actors 
from different organisations/agencies share a common concern for a specific facet 
or form of knowledge (Bessant and Tidd, 2007). In terms of the Innovation Network 
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Partnership, the common concern may be the increased opportunity for sharing 
knowledge intended to improve the likelihood of innovation occurring in 
organisations located in Wales. As previously stated, the likes of Manley (2003), 
Pilon and DeBresson (2003), Cooke, Roper and Wylie (2002), Cecora (1999), King 
and Anderson (1995), Sweeney (1987), and Fach and Grande (1991) all recognise 
the importance of social interaction to the process of innovation. Therefore, it may 
be of great interest to investigate the extent to which the Innovation Network 
Partnership is a social system contributing to increasing innovative activity. 
 
Indeed, interactive learning accruing from the diversity of relationships established 
between a firm and its stakeholders is considered by Manley (2003) to be a key 
element in the innovation process. In support of stakeholder involvement Lanry et al 
(2002), cited by Manley (2003:28) state ‘innovative firms develop more interactions 
with outside sources of ideas, information and technology than non-innovative firms 
do’. 
 
3.5 Factors Affecting Business Innovativeness 
The Technium, Innovation Network Partnership, and Communities First project are 
all expected to either directly or indirectly influence levels of innovative activity 
amongst businesses based in Wales. Arguably, the prime function of all three 
innovation programmes listed above is to create a more innovative private sector in 
Wales.  
 
The degree of a firm’s preparedness for innovation may be influenced by many 
factors. Cosh et al (2005) identify several factors which may promote innovation. 
Amongst their contributory factors are suitable leadership, entrepreneurial spirit, 
ideas, management, and an appropriate organisational structure. The factors also 
include: the firm’s ability to learn (Cooke, Boekholt and Todtling, 2000; Henry and 
Mayle, 2002). Learning appears to be a repeated theme identified as being 
necessary for innovation to occur. For instance, Cooke, Boekholt and Todtling 
(2000) refer to businesses needing to increase their capability to learn, employing 
the term ‘excavation’ to describe a form of business self-exploration. Morgan and 
Nauwelaers (1999) recognise the importance of learning emanating from the 
undertaking of ‘simpler everyday acts’ in the innovation process. Asheim and Isakse 
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(2003) also emphasise the importance of learning in the innovation process. Indeed, 
interactive learning accruing from the diversity of relationships established between 
a firm and its stakeholders is considered by Manley (2003) to be a key element in 
the innovation process. Similarly, Smith (2006) considers innovative activity to be 
linked to learning associated with multi-inputs. In support of stakeholder 
involvement, Lanry et al (2002), cited by Manley (2003), state ‘innovative firms 
develop more interactions with outside sources of ideas, information and technology 
than non-innovative firms do’.  
 
Organisational activities and structures are recognised as factors contributing to 
business innovation levels (Henry and Mayle, 2002). Another factor is the existence 
of an organisational culture conducive to innovative activity. Culture and innovation 
appear to be inextricably linked, Pilon and DeBresson (2003) view cultural change 
as a core stimulus for innovation. An aspect of Manley’s (2003) work, which may be 
particularly applicable to ameliorating an innovative culture in Wales, is the 
engenderment of a belief in organisations of a synergistic outcome if productive 
relationships are constructed.  
 
A key innovation driver identified by Miles and Green (2008) is that of advances in 
information and communication technology. For example, the creative industries in 
the UK have relied heavily upon information and communication technology for 
product and process developments. The graphic design industry in South East 
Wales has developed its product portfolio as new technological opportunities arose. 
Graphic designers are arguably in the vanguard of information and communication 
technology driven innovation (Murphy et al, 2010).  
 
It may be stated that there is a social dimension to successful innovation; 
Bachmann (2003) identifies the importance of trust in such social interaction 
between players/stakeholders in the innovation process. Social capital is considered 
to be a factor associated with a firm’s level of innovation activity (Cooke et al, 2005). 
It should be noted that the impact of socio-cultural issues upon innovative activity is 
notoriously difficult to measure. Given that similar socio-cultural traits may affect 
several regions in differing intensities (Pilon and DeBresson, 2003). Cooke, Roper 
and Wylie (2002) place emphasis upon trust as a form of communication between 
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the ‘economic actors’ of firms and public sector institutions. However, Bachmann 
(2003) continues stating that UK innovation may be less reliant upon trust as an 
abutment to innovation. Support for a social aspect to innovation can be found in the 
work of Manley (2003), Cecora (1999), King and Anderson (1995), Sweeney (1987), 
and Fach and Grande (1991). Indeed, Cooke, Roper and Wylie (2002), exploring 
the social dimension to innovation, view innovation as the ‘result of interaction 
between economic actors in an open social system’. Pilon and DeBresson (2003) 
refer to the prerequisition of a form of socio-cultural openness as a genesis for 
innovation. Indeed, open innovation is described by Bessant and Tidd (2007) as a 
means of activating innovation potential intra-firm and inter-firm/agency. 
 
An organisation’s general environment is also highly likely to impact upon its 
capability to innovate. For example the quality and volume of a country’s primary, 
secondary, further and higher education system is likely to play a significant role in a 
country’s capability to innovate. People with higher levels of educational attainment 
may be more likely to be members of a broader range of networks and be typically 
expected to share knowledge and ideas more freely. As a consequence of such 
activity it is more likely that innovation will occur.  
 
Another general environment factor is the volume and sophistication of a country’s 
financial sector. Finance availability and advice is often crucial to enable innovative 
ideas to be commercially realised. The efficiency and effectiveness of a country’s 
finance sector is partially determined by the regulatory and legislative precepts and 
enforcement. Similarly, a country’s intellectual property protection policies and 
enforcement is a factor affecting the innovativeness of a country and its firms. Miles 
and Green (2008) recognise the importance of regulations which encourage market 
liberalisation and digital convergence to the innovation process. Indeed, the state of 
a country’s physical and virtual (broadband availability and width) infrastructure is 
likely to affect its capability to distribute goods and services, and share information 
and knowledge. Government policies, in particular its innovation policies, may be 
expected to enhance a country’s innovation performance. Finally, countries tend to 
have a reputation and an institutionally-supported capability to undertake R&D.  
Obviously, the reputation and capability vary from country to country. However, the 
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reputation and capability for R&D will make it more or less likely firms will innovate 
in a particular country. 
 
The list of factors is by no means definitive. The extent of individual factor 
contribution to innovative activity may be vigorously debated. Cooke and Morgan 
(1994) would add at least one other factor – location. Cooke and Morgan assert that 
research has begun to establish the vitality of location as an element affecting 
innovation. Further, research undertaken by Simmie (1997) indicates that innovative 
firms rank available and suitable human resources as the most significant local 
factor contributing to innovative activity. In support of Simmie’s work, Pilon and 
DeBresson (2003) refer to ‘an inter-industrial pool of distinctive competencies and 
skills’. Other supporters of the extent of locational influences upon innovativeness 
are Wynarczyk, Thwaites and Wynarczyk (1997). Wynarczyk, Thwaites and 
Wynarczyk state that firms engaging in innovative activity appear not to be able to 
‘shake off the heritage of its environment’. Namely, firms located in the South-East 
of England appear to benefit from environmental ‘heritage’ whilst in other regions of 
the UK this ‘heritage’ appears to have diminutised innovative activity amongst firms. 
An arguably interesting juxtaposition is that of Quince and Whittaker (2002) whose 
research reveals that businesses with locational disadvantages may seek to 
become more innovative to compensate for such locational problems. Manley 
(2003) offers a slightly different perspective stating an innovative system may 
become more efficient and effective if ‘local customs……. reward innovativeness’. It 
may be the case that the Technium project, Innovation Network Partnerships and 
Communities First projects will create opportunity for local activity/customs (if 
supported by the local business and/or social community) to ‘reward 
innovativeness’. This may be achieved primarily due to the impact all three projects 
may have on local, grassroots innovation activity.  
 
Another advocate of regional-based collaborative support mechanisms to bolster 
innovative activity is Amin (1999). The Technium project, Innovation Network 
Partnerships and Communities First projects may be mechanisms which facilitate 
the collaborative support identified by Amin. In a similar vein Rutten and Boekema 
(2007) consider innovation to be a process of collaboration for mutual benefit. 
Indeed, Smith (2006) considers innovation to typically rely upon collaboration for 
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success. Miles and Green (2008) also emphasise the importance of collaboration to 
the innovation process. The research referred to by Cooke and Morgan (1994) has 
identified regional ‘clusters of highly successful innovative activity’. Firms located 
within such a regional ‘cluster’ seem to benefit from an omnipresent factor or 
factors, which contribute to the fostering of innovative activity (Manley, 2003; Cooke, 
Boekholt and Todtling, 2000). There is evidence that small firms actively 
participating in local clusters spend proportionately more on R&D than small firms 
without cluster membership (Quince and Whittaker, 2002). The vivacity of a cluster 
is accentuated by ‘high levels of localised rivalry and geographic concentration’ 
(Manley, 2003). However, comparatively strong or weak cluster involvement may 
not affect the likelihood of a firm’s innovativeness (Quince and Whittaker, 2002). 
The physical distance between partners in an innovation network appears to be 
another factor affecting levels of innovation (Pilon and DeBresson, 2003).The notion 
of physical distance is emphasised by Lambert (2004) in his statement “proximity 
matters especially for SMEs”. However, a case may be constructed both for and 
against regional issues affecting a firm’s ability to be innovative (Cooke, Boekholt 
and Todtling, 2000). 
 
To attempt to classify forms of traditionally-measured, social and hidden innovation 
produced as outcomes of the Technium, Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First projects, the model constructed by Utterback and Abernathy 
(1975) will be employed. Utterback and Abernathy classified innovative firms into 
three stages. 
 
The Communities First project is at Utterback and Abernathy (1975) Stage One - the 
factor to kick start innovation was community (market) related. The factor initiating 
social innovation has typically been the local community. This may be further 
explored via Mulgan et al (2007) in his identification of two main catalytic factors for 
innovation; discontent and a gap between where we are and where we ought to be. 
Evidence of the two factors may be said to be present in Community First areas as a 
catalyst for social innovation. It may be possible to state that Technium project clients 
typically may be categorised at Stage Two – the perception of a technical 
opportunity. Finally, it may be possible to classify the Innovation Network Partnership 
 55 
as being initiated by an administrative function – Stage Three. This early stage 
classification will be challenged during the analysis of empirical data.  
 
The aspects of literature selected to both represent the traditionally-measured 
innovation literature above and to be applicable to the research questions, are 
identified below in Table 3.0. 
 
Table 3.0 Summary of Traditionally-Measured Innovation as Expressed in the 
Primary Data Collection 
 
 
Traditionally-Measured Innovation 
 
 
Expression of theory in primary 
data collection 
 
 
Author/Theorist 
The main factor kick starting 
innovative activity is our 
customers/members/community, or a 
technical opportunity, or the 
administrative function. 
Utterback and Abernathy (1975) 
 
Product/service 
development/improvement is always 
incremental 
Afuah (2003) 
At work people are actively 
encouraged to generate ideas 
DTI (2004) 
Our organisation spends a 
comparatively large amount of money 
on R&D 
NESTA (2007) 
At Technium/Innovation Network 
Partnership/Communities First project 
we often convert ideas into something 
our customers/members/clients want 
Afuah (2003) 
When developing something new at 
Technium/Innovation Network 
Partnership/Communities First project 
we always seek external body 
feedback 
NESTA (2007) and Manley (2003)  
During the last 12 months we have 
significantly changed at least one of 
our products/services  
Bessant and Tidd (2007)  
During the last 12 months we have 
significantly changed at least one of 
our processes 
Bessant and Tidd (2007)  
Usually we incrementally improve our 
products/services 
Afuah (2003)  
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3.6 Hidden Innovation 
Hidden innovation is defined by Halkett (2008) as ‘innovation that goes uncounted 
by traditional indicators’; for instance traditionally–measured innovation indicators 
are typically: patent application and approval data; business enterprise research and 
development expenditure; and national per capita expenditure on research and 
development (Halkett, 2008). Fundamentally, hidden innovation is a concept that 
enables the exposure of innovative activity which may be overlooked by 
conventional innovation metrics (NESTA, 2006). It may be stated that although 
hidden innovation has traditionally not been measured, it can be indicative of 
‘innovation that matters’ (NESTA, 2007). In other words, hidden innovation may be 
more relevant to an organisation’s or a country’s innovation processes and 
performance than traditional measurements of innovation such as R&D expenditure 
and patent data.  
 
Arguably, hidden innovation is less reliant upon the generation of new ideas as a 
source of innovation. Instead, hidden innovation may be more likely to occur as a 
result of absorbing existing ideas (NESTA, 2007). This form of innovation has been 
dubbed ‘innovation without research’ (NESTA, 2007).  
 
Research undertaken by Miles and Green (2008) into hidden innovation in the 
creative industries reveals that if traditional innovation indicators are employed, it is 
unlikely a representative view of innovation activity will be obtained. However, the 
case study method used by Miles and Green (2008) indicates there is a great deal 
of hidden innovation activity in the creative industries. Further, their research reveals 
much diversity in the types of hidden innovation present.  Clearly, the inclusion of 
hidden innovation in any measurement of innovative activity is likely to produce a 
more generic, all-encompassing view of a country or region’s innovation 
performance. Consequently, the application of the hidden innovation concept has 
the capability to produce a holistic view of innovative activity occurring in all three 
thesis case studies. Resultant of the inclusion of hidden innovation as a tool to 
provide a more holistic view of innovative activity is an increase in the usefulness of 
the research results to policymakers. If hidden innovation is inadvertently omitted, 
policymakers may be duped into thinking that a country or region’s innovation 
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performance may be comparatively poor. In fact, if hidden innovation is taken into 
account, a more representative picture of a country or region’s innovation 
performance may be produced. In order to produce the aforementioned holistic view 
of innovative activity in a country or region, it is necessary to construct performance 
indicators/metrics capable of measuring non-traditional innovation activity.  
 
The construction and application of metrics to expose traditional and hidden 
innovation is more likely to reveal a more representative view. Therefore, a country 
or region’s innovation performance or underperformance will be more accurately 
stated. The NESTA (2007) research report emphasises the need for metrics to 
measure the extent of hidden innovation. Such metrics may be employed to inform 
policymakers of the extent and impact of hidden innovation. The metrics would 
reveal a number of facets of hidden innovation. For instance, industries with a 
comparatively low R&D expenditure may nevertheless spend comparatively large 
sums on developing insights to market opportunities and developing or redeveloping 
products to suit market need. Both aspects are typically forms of hidden innovation. 
If the expenditure on R&D and numbers of successful patents were the only 
indicators taken into account, the innovation score would be comparatively low. 
However, by including hidden innovation as a measure, the result is more likely to 
truly represent innovative activity. 
 
Halkett (2008) identifies four main types of hidden innovation all of which may not be 
recognised and measured by traditional innovation indicators. Type one hidden 
innovation was described by Halkett (2008) as being in a traditional innovation 
sector, namely science and technology, but is not included in traditional metrics. 
Examples provided by Halkett (2008) are in the oil industry and medicine. The 
second type of hidden innovation may be illustrated in the example provided of the 
construction of Heathrow Terminal Five by the British Airport Authority. This form of 
hidden innovation is considered by Halkett (2008) to be innovation in ‘processes, 
organisational forms, or business models’. The Heathrow Terminal Five example 
provided is inclusive of the type two hidden innovation definition. This may be the 
case in that Terminal Five has incorporated significant process, organisational 
forms, business model development and innovation. Although similar in function and 
form to previous airport terminal development, Terminal Five translates the latest 
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airport terminal process thinking into reality. Further, type two hidden innovation is 
associated with the concept and application of modularisation. Modularisation 
involves the disaggregation of service products into individual components (NESTA, 
2008). Such disaggregation may provide an opportunity to explore new 
aggregations which may constitute hidden innovation. In other words these new 
aggregations may result in product and/or process innovation (NESTA, 2008).  
 
As stated by Halkett (2008), type three hidden innovation occurs when there is a 
‘novel combination of existing technologies and processes’. This form of hidden 
innovation is widespread amongst the creative industries. For example, television 
programmes or cinema films may be reformatted to be marketed as a DVD (Miles 
and Green, 2008). In their research Miles and Green (2008) explore how consumers 
may contribute to the co-creation of creative products. Parallels may be drawn with 
the work of Mulgan et al (2007) on social innovation. Mulgan et al (2007), as can be 
seen in Table 3.2, also consider the co-creation of innovative outcomes. This may 
be the case if, as can be seen in Table 3.2 ‘Element Two’ (Push), members of 
society engage in the co-production of innovative outcomes.  An example of type 
three hidden innovation may be a telephone call centre. Telephone call centres 
combine existing telecommunication technology with existing customer service 
practices to create a new means of providing customer services. Information and 
Communications Technology can dramatically change how organisations relate to, 
and work with, their stakeholders: banks’ and insurance companies’ use of the 
internet are examples. Internet banking may be another form of type three hidden 
innovation; again existing technology and processes are combined. There are 
obvious refinements to be made to both technology and process. Hidden innovation 
is not as simple as merely combining existing technology and processes. The 
hidden innovation aspect may be located in the ameliorating refinements.  
 
Type four hidden innovation is described by Halkett (2008) as innovative activity that 
occurs ‘under the radar’ of many innovation surveys. This may be innovative ways 
of using existing technology, business practices or using existing materials in a 
different way. For example, the use of materials designed to aid space travel in 
everyday domestic-life activities. It may also mean incremental innovation typically 
undertaken by SMEs or micro units in the public sector. For example, the production 
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of new learning and teaching materials or the creation of and output from 
multidisciplinary project teams (NESTA, 2007). 
 
Arguably, organisational innovation is the main constituent element of hidden 
innovation. A broad-based definition of organisational innovation is that of Valkama 
and Anttiroiko (2009) who state that it consists of ‘new and successful organisational 
arrangements or forms’. Organisational innovation may also be classified as the 
‘implementation of a new organisational method’ in an organisation’s operations 
(Stoneman, 2010). This definition fundamentally refers to new ways of managing an 
organisation’s resources, both internally and with its external stakeholders. Similarly, 
the European Commission (2006) refers to organisational innovation as being the 
introduction of organisational methods such as business practice or workplace 
organisation. Hidden innovation may be said to be an all-encompassing concept 
which largely consists of organisational innovation. This may be so, because hidden 
innovation is typically in the form of organisational innovation and/or has a locus in 
an organisation. This view is expressed in the work of Conway and Stewart (2009) 
who define organisational innovation as being a new way in which an organisation 
operationalises its activities. 
 
Some may consider organisational innovation to be synonymous with the concept of 
hidden innovation. The OECD/Eurostat (2005:46) definition of organisational 
innovation is the ‘implementation of a new organisational method in the firm’s 
business practices, workplace organisation or external relations’. Examples of 
organisational innovation may be a reduction in the time taken to process an order, 
or improvements made in customer service. Further examples of organisational 
innovation may be the first time a new form of technology was introduced to the firm, 
or when new methods of training are introduced OECD/Eurostat (2005). When 
considering training as an activity contributing to innovative outcomes, care must be 
taken to distinguish between training undertaken on existing products and 
processes and training that supports the implementation of new products and 
processes.  
 
In terms of the workplace, organisational innovation examples may be the 
introduction of new mechanisms for communicating amongst the different divisions 
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of a firm. Stoneman (2010) identifies a significant correlation between the existence 
and extent of organisational innovation and technological innovation. He continues 
highlighting the importance of both technical and organisational innovation to an 
organisation’s performance.  Similarly, Afuah (2003) is aware of the need for 
organisational innovation as an enabler for the success of technological innovation.  
 
Organisational innovation may include becoming a partner in a network; a network 
typically designed to share information, knowledge, and market-related intelligence. 
Indeed, organisational innovation has been described as possibly being a 
‘substantial part’ of hidden innovation in service industries (NESTA, 2008). 
Examples of hidden innovation may be a newly-developed corporate strategy which 
presents an innovative way forward for an organisation. Indeed, organisational 
innovation may be driven by changes in organisational strategy (European 
Commission, 2006; and Miles and Green, 2008). For instance, the organisational 
aim and objectives may be altered, possibly placing more emphasis upon 
organisational efficiency. As a result the organisational strategy may change, and to 
fulfill the new aim and objectives organisational innovation may be initiated.  
 
Hidden innovation may also include developments in the techniques of 
management. Techniques which may be new to the firm and/or new to the industry 
(it may be difficult to ascertain whether or not the technique is new to the industry). 
This may be particularly applicable in operations management. The way in which 
human, financial, and physical resources are organised may in itself be innovative. 
A potential source of organisational innovation is strategic level innovation which 
may be considered as a form of organisational innovation.  Strategic level innovation 
may be said to occur when an organisation makes a significant change in its 
business model (Ahmed and Shepherd, 2010). Developments to a firm’s 
organisational structure may be considered to be another form of hidden innovation. 
Organisational structures may be innovative in the ways in which they facilitate 
innovative intra- and inter-firm relationships. Continuing the theme of relationship 
building and maintenance, this may be a way for the firm to gain competitive 
advantage (NESTA, 2008).  
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Hidden innovation may additionally include innovation in product and process 
design techniques and the marketing services provided to an organisation. Hidden 
innovation in marketing services is likely to impact across an organisation, for 
example, impacting on operations management and customer relationships. 
Outcomes of market research work may also be examples of hidden innovation.  
Market research may be described as a form of R&D. However, it is not included in 
the official R&D statistics. Human resource management may be another 
source/home for hidden innovation. The individual and collective personnel 
development may be considered a prerequisite for both traditional and hidden facets 
of innovative activity. As previously stated innovation is dependent upon education 
and training. Therefore, it may be possible to conclude that an organisation’s 
expenditure upon training and the exposure of its members to education is likely to 
affect its capability to innovate. Similarly, an organisation’s desire and capability to 
actively engage with the production of, and access to knowledge may be another 
form of hidden innovation. Indeed, it may be stated that an organisation’s ability to 
innovate is partly dependent upon whether it is able to ‘absorb knowledge’ sourced 
outside the firm (NESTA, 2008; and European Commission, 2006).  
 
To improve hidden innovation performance, a country or region usually needs to up-
skill its actual and potential working population. Skills and knowledge are acquired 
and developed at different levels. Further, skill and knowledge acquisition and 
development may occur at higher and lower levels. Conventional innovation metrics 
typically require science, engineering and technology graduates working in an 
environment conducive to promoting innovative activity. Hidden innovation may 
require science, engineering and technology graduates, but have a greater need for 
graduates of other disciplines. Such graduates need to be capable of creating 
environments which support and facilitate innovative activities. At the other end of 
the spectrum there is a need to build capacity in basic skills and knowledge required 
for work. The Communities First project has capacity building as its raison d’etre.  
 
Given the broader definition of innovative activity with the inclusion of hidden 
innovation, innovative activity now includes an expectation that potentially all 
members of an organisation will contribute to innovative activities. If this is the case 
then potentially all members of an organisation need skills and knowledge 
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prerequisite to participating in innovative activity. Therefore, it is likely to be the case 
that a country or region’s education system needs to produce school-leavers and 
graduates with decision-making, problem-solving, communication, and creativity 
skills prerequisite for hidden innovation to flourish (NESTA, 2006). If school-leavers 
and graduates are equipped with these skills, they may be more likely to 
successfully work within complex environments conducive to innovation. The holistic 
view created by the inclusion of hidden innovation is likely to need a holistic view of 
a system of education. Namely, an education system able to produce school- and 
college-leavers and university graduates capable of operating and contributing to 
innovation in all its forms.  
 
There are factors which may inhibit hidden innovation from taking place. Such 
factors may be both tangible and intangible. Tangible factors which may adversely 
affect hidden innovation include insufficient appropriately-qualified personnel, a lack 
of market research data, prohibitive cost and availability of finance, onerous EU, UK, 
and Welsh Assembly Government regulations. Other tangible factors may include a 
lack of information, knowledge or technology. There are intangible factors which 
may slow down or actively discourage hidden innovation from taking place. For 
example, organisational culture, typically considered to be an elusive phenomenon 
can wholeheartedly support the innovation process or, at the other extreme, 
continuously build barriers which actively discourage innovation. Pro-innovation 
organisational cultures are likely to welcome and encourage information and 
knowledge sharing, celebration of success and support reflection and learning when 
mistakes are made (Kozlowski and Yamin, 2010). Further, pro-innovation cultures 
are also more likely to have democratic management styles which encourage the 
sharing of ideas, information and knowledge (Read, 2000). Anti-innovation 
organisational cultures may create an environment where information and 
knowledge sharing are treated with suspicion and are actively discouraged. If 
mistakes are made, individuals may be blamed and have their status diminished 
within the organisation. In an anti-innovation culture the management style is more 
likely to be closed and autocratic. As previously stated, organisational culture is a 
comparatively elusive phenomenon and as such it is relatively difficult to categorise 
and measure. Nevertheless, organisational culture is a phenomenon which needs to 
be considered when explaining an organisation’s desire and capability to innovate.  
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Hidden innovation is unlikely to be able to be protected against copying/theft from 
other organisations by legislation, which typically protects more traditionally defined 
innovation. For instance, in the UK the patent legislation administered by the 
Intellectual Property Office is unlikely to protect an organisation’s various forms of 
hidden innovation. Instead, an organisation may use trademarks, copyright, or 
confidentiality agreements to protect certain forms of hidden innovation. This issue 
may be further exacerbated by an observation made by Miles and Green (2008) that 
hidden innovation may be considered to be particularly prevalent in the creative 
industries. The nature of the work produced by the creative industries such as 
experiences felt when engaged in the arts, may in some ways be difficult to replicate 
but in others comparatively easy to copy. There lies the dilemma of an increasingly 
important industry being exposed to theft of ideas, experiences and products. Much 
creative industry output cannot be protected by current legislation. There may be a 
need for new forms of intellectual property protection, for example, ‘business 
methods’ patents (NESTA, 2008).  
 
The aspects of literature selected to both represent the hidden innovation literature 
and be applicable to the research questions are identified below in Table 3.1. 
 
Table 3.1 Summary of Hidden Innovation as Expressed in the Primary Data 
Collection 
Hidden Innovation 
 
Expression of theory in primary 
data collection 
 
 
Author/Theorist 
Within the last 12 months our 
organisation has successfully 
introduced new working practices 
 
OECD/Eurostat (2005); European 
Commission (2006); Halkett (2008); 
Valkama and Anttiroiko (2009); and 
Stoneman (2010) 
Within the last 12 months our 
organisation has introduced a new 
way of managing resources 
 
OECD/Eurostat (2005); European 
Commission (2006); Halkett (2008); 
Valkama and Anttiroiko (2009); and 
Stoneman (2010) 
Our organisation has successfully 
delivered worthwhile training for the 
implementation of new products, 
services or processes.  
OECD/Eurostat (2005) Halkett (2008) 
Our organisation is good at absorbing NESTA (2008); Asheim and Isaksen 
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knowledge from outside the 
organisation 
(2003); European Commission (2006) 
Our organisational culture is 
supporting of generating new ideas 
Read (2000); Kozlowski and Yamin 
(2010) 
The management style at work 
encourages the sharing of new ideas 
Cosh et al (2005) 
Our organisation is good at capturing 
knowledge generated inside the 
organisation  
Manley (2003); Smith (2006) 
 
3.7 Social Innovation 
When defining social innovation it is important to note that the social innovation 
literature contains at least two paradigms one views social innovation as being an 
organisational based entity (Pot and Vaas, 2008) and the other of social innovation 
being focused on society and its needs (Young Foundation/NESTA, 2007). The 
school of thought adopted in this thesis is that of the latter. It is important to clearly 
define the interpretation of social innovation prior to undertaking a research project 
(Pol and Ville, 2009). The work of the Young Foundation/NESTA (2007:1) defines 
social innovation as ‘new ideas, institutions or ways of working that aim to fulfil unmet 
social needs or tackle social problems’. Phillis et al (2008) also write of social 
innovation activity supporting the solution of social problems. A similar definition by 
Mulgan et al (2006) describes social innovation as ‘new ideas that work in meeting 
social goals’. Social innovation may have a dual interpretation.  
 
The literature reveals social innovation to have both a formal and informal cynosure. 
For instance, some consider social innovation to be predominantly a public sector 
phenomenon (Young Foundation/NESTA, 2007). Whereas others see social 
innovation as occurring more organically; originating from societal need and 
supported by third sector organisations (Mulgan, 2006 and Mulgan et al, 2007). It 
may be a comparatively complex task to isolate what is meant by social innovation. 
Given that technological and business innovation may also directly or indirectly meet 
social goals. However, the Young Foundation/NESTA (2007) attempt to bridge any 
potential divide between formal and informal social innovation, highlighting the role 
public sector institutions may play in supporting informal innovation. Such a view is 
supported by Heiskala (2007). Heiskala describes a situation where the complexity of 
the real world contributes to social innovation resulting from business and 
technological innovation.  
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Heiskala (2007) considers social innovation to be a configuration which may include 
regulative, normative and cultural innovation and describes regulatory innovation as 
changing regulations and/or the regulatory system, normative innovation as 
challenging societal values/legitimate social norms, and cultural innovation 
challenges the ways in which society interprets reality. Heiskala seems to offer an 
opportunity to explore social innovation in a manner which may facilitate the 
categorisation of social innovation outcomes.  
 
Heiskala (2007:59) considers innovation to be ‘an idea or pattern that is defined as 
new, and has the impact of changing social practices with the consequence of 
improved social and/or economic performance’. Heiskala in his definition of 
innovation strongly suggests that all innovations are social innovations. His rationale 
for this statement is that a prerequisite to innovation is an impact on social practices. 
Heiskala’s definition may be said to be a refinement and contemporarisation of 
previous definitions of innovation, and Heiskala may be amongst the first to consider 
true innovation to occur when there are only positive outcomes from an idea or 
pattern. For instance, Heiskala quotes the example of pollution as a by-product of so-
called innovation. According to Heiskala, this would not be defined as an innovation 
because of the damage caused to social life and/or economic performance. 
Chesbrough and Teece (1997) categorise innovation into two types: autonomous: not 
reliant upon other innovations, and systemic: integrated with ‘complementary 
innovations’. In this respect it may be possible to categorise business and social 
innovation resultant of the Communities First project to be partially autonomous and 
partially systemic. This may be the case if the Communities First project is 
considered as a complementary innovation to the business innovation and social 
innovation outcomes of the Communities First project. In reality, the innovation 
outcomes of the Communities First project are more likely to be complementary. This 
may be the case given the network/partnership development norms of Communities 
First working practices. Brown (1997) stresses the importance of capturing local 
knowledge as a key abutment to the innovation process. Is the Communities First 
project actively or possibly passively acting as a conduit for the capturing of local 
knowledge? Further, is the Communities First project facilitating both business and 
social innovation?  
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One of the most significant differences between the process of business innovation 
and social innovation is the existence of support mechanisms. For instance, 
government agencies and private sector organisations offer a range of advice and 
financial support for business innovation. Such organisations often adopt the role of 
intermediary between the demand and supply of business innovation. However, 
social innovation is less likely to be supported by the mechanisms typically available 
to business innovators. To nurture social innovation, Mulgan et al (2007) identify a 
need to increase the level and sophistication of support mechanisms available to 
potential and actual social innovators. Chesbrough (2008) supports the view that 
innovation is more likely to occur where useful/relevant knowledge flows in and out of 
an organisation. Similarly, Kaasa (2009) states that firm-level innovation typically 
occur in conjunction with other firms/individuals in the environment. Smith (2006) also 
recognises the importance to the innovation process of an organisation’s 
relationships with other organisations. He highlights the need for the measurement of 
innovation to incorporate exploration of an organisation’s network and its 
impact/contribution to the innovation process. Kaasa (2009) considers highlighting 
networks as being an innovation prerequisite, enabling information and knowledge 
vital to innovation to be shared. Landry et al (2002) support the view that networks 
have a positive relationship with innovative activity.  
 
Bessant and Tidd (2007) refer to the network element of the innovation process as a 
form of ‘social spaghetti’. The spaghetti analogy is a reference to the myriad of 
exchanges undertaken by different people, sharing different pieces of information, 
knowledge and perspectives. There is, however, a potential threat from such social 
spaghetti, namely that just as spaghetti can appear messy and disjointed, so can real 
life networks be messy and disjointed. It may be stated that unless there are themes 
or hubs to focus a network, then it may be less likely that innovation will occur as a 
result of the network. Indeed, Bessant and Tidd (2007) refer to an effective 
innovation-focused network as having ‘emergent properties’ which may be 
considered to be an entity exhibiting synergistic qualities.  It may be possible to 
consider the Communities First project as having the potential to facilitate knowledge 
in and outflows to local community-based organisations. This view is supported by 
Sinard and West (2008) who describe the importance of networks to innovation. The 
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Communities First project may be an opportunity to foster locally-based innovation. 
Finally, it may be stated that more sophisticated institutions and networks are 
required to support social innovation (Mulgan et al, 2007).  
 
In terms of organisational capability to innovate, it may be stated that size matters in 
that inputs prerequisite for innovation may differ between large and small 
organisations. This has relevance for both social and business innovation outcomes 
of the Communities First Project. Communities First projects are typically considered 
to be of a size equivalent to a small business (10 – 49 employees). As a 
consequence of the Communities First projects’ size it is likely to require bespoke 
inputs to be innovative. For instance, insufficient resource capability for innovation 
means external support is expected to be required. Further, small organisations are 
more likely to engage in meaningful relationships with external support agencies 
(Smallbone et al, 2003). The Communities First project, with its support mechanisms 
and opportunities for the building of informal/personal relationships, may be fertile 
ground for both social and business innovation. Similarly, organisations based at a 
Technium are typically micro (0-9 employees) or small businesses. Further, private 
sector organisations represented at the Innovation Network Partnership meetings 
and their clients are typically micro or small businesses. It may be advantageous for 
organisational members of all three initiatives to consider collaborating to explore the 
potential for synergies to be developed; thus promoting/providing greater 
opportunities for innovative activity as an outcome from a finite financial resource.  
 
Although social innovation is frequently organically initiated, it is often introduced top-
down from a strategic level within the public sector (Young Foundation/NESTA, 
2007). The Young Foundation/NESTA (2007) considers the initiation stage of social 
innovation to typically have a local focus. The stimulus for local innovation appears to 
be a need to resolve local problems (Young Foundation/NESTA, 2007). There are 
others such as Murray et al (2010) who consider social innovation not to have 
boundaries. Mulgan et al (2007) consider there are a number of prerequisite 
conditions for the success of social innovations. The four conditions are listed in 
Table 3.2. Mulgan et al (2007) state that successful social innovation is more likely if 
all four elements are in ‘sync’. Indeed, they consider the opposite to be true, namely 
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that if one or more elements are missing the social innovation is far less likely to be 
successful. 
 
Table 3.2 Conditions Prerequisite for Practical, Sustainable, Large Scale Social 
Innovation 
 
Element One 
Pull 
 
Effective Demand 
 
• Acknowledged 
societal need 
• Recognition of need 
by organisations 
• Organisations have 
sufficient financial 
capacity to exploit 
need 
 
 
Element Two 
Push 
 
Effective Supply 
 
• Generation of 
innovative ideas 
(often inspired by 
anger, suffering or 
compassion) 
• Development of 
ideas into workable 
forms 
• Idea communication 
and dissemination 
 
 
Element Three 
Connection of Pull and Push 
 
Effective Strategies 
 
• Choice of 
appropriate 
organisational form 
to put innovation into 
practice 
  
 
 
Learning and Adaptation 
 
• Ensure innovation 
achieves social 
impact. 
• Ensure evaluation of 
innovation to 
maintain social 
impact 
Source: Adapted Mulgan et al (2007) 
 
Halkett (2008) also refers to the pull, push, connection strategies, and adaption and 
learning aspects of social innovation. The Young Foundation/NESTA (2007) 
identifies six factors affecting levels of local social innovation: ‘underperformance; 
external and internal pressure for change; strong political and managerial leadership; 
networks linking frontline staff and central decision makers; organisational culture 
embracing change and risk taking); and access to human and financial resources’.  
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The six factors, considered an abutment to social innovation by the Young 
Foundation/NESTA (2007), may be coupled to the work of Mulgan et al (2007). The 
‘push’ elements identified by Mulgan et al may be considered as the first two factors 
identified by the work of the Young Foundation/NESTA (2007). The third and fourth 
factors may be considered as pull elements. The fifth and sixth factors identified by 
the Young Foundation/NESTA may be coupled with the third element of Mulgan et 
al’s (2007) work, namely the connection of pull and push. However, the fourth 
element – learning and adaptation – is omitted from the six factors. Such omission 
may limit the sustainability of the social innovation. 
 
It should be noted that social innovation may be considered to be a subset of hidden 
innovation. Nevertheless, it is included in this thesis as a facet of innovation in its 
own right.  This is so because social innovation is a facet of innovation which may 
indicate differing levels and forms of innovation along the hard-soft innovation 
programme continuum. Further, social innovation is recognised as a form of 
innovation in its own right.  
 
The aspects of the literature selected to both represent the social innovation 
literature above and to be applicable to the research questions are identified below 
in 3.3. 
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Table 3.3 Summary of Social Innovation as Expressed in the Primary Data Collection 
 
Social Innovation 
 
 
Expression of theory in primary 
data collection 
 
 
Author/Theorist 
Our work is of benefit to society (or 
helps solve social problems or helps 
fulfil a social need) 
Young Foundation/NESTA (2007); 
Phillis et al (2008) 
 
We are able to identify social needs 
Mulgan (2006); Mulgan et al (2007); 
Phillis et al (2008) 
We generate ideas to satisfy social 
needs 
Mulgan, (2006); Mulgan et al (2007); 
Cahill (2010) 
Our organisation produces products 
and/or services which satisfy social 
needs 
Mulgan (2006); Mulgan et al (2007); 
Phillis et al (2008); Cahill (2010) 
We evaluate the impact our products 
and or services have upon society 
Mulgan et al (2007) 
 
 
 
3.8 Measuring Innovation 
Measuring innovative activity and outcomes is often considered to be problematic. 
The source of innovation measurement problems is usually located in the elusive 
nature of innovative activity. For instance, if the commercialisation-focused definition 
of innovation is used, it may take several years for an idea to become commercially 
viable. This time lag may make measurement of innovative activity more difficult 
(Dodgson et al, 2008). 
 
As stated earlier in this chapter, there are many different interpretations of what 
constitutes innovation. Consequently, any measurement of innovation has to clearly 
define what is meant by innovation. What is interpreted by one organisation may not 
be considered to be innovation by another organisation. Indeed, innovation can be 
said to occur in a number of different forms. Some forms of innovation may be 
considered to be easier to accurately measure than others. For example, it may be 
considered more efficient and effective to measure product innovation than it is to 
measure process innovation. 
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It has been stated that innovation metrics should possess four prerequisite qualities. 
The qualities or characteristics required are ‘accuracy, longevity, comparability and 
ease of collection’ (NESTA, 2006). In other words, an innovation metric should be 
able to accurately measure innovation in all of its forms; it would be able to be 
applied consistently in a longitudinal study, it would possess attributes which could 
enable like-for-like comparisons with other regions, and countries; and, finally it 
should be efficient and effective to collect data.  
 
Clearly, there may be friction between the four aforementioned characteristics. For 
example, the need for ease of data collection may compromise the accuracy of 
innovation activity data collected – it is possible that certain sector specific 
characteristics may be omitted thus damaging levels of accuracy. Arguably, the 
characteristic with the highest priority is the ease of data collection. It is worth noting 
that a ‘healthy innovation system’ may be producing outcomes that may not fully 
register with innovation metrics (NESTA, 2006). A health innovation system may 
produce many ideas, develop prototypes, test them but decide against 
implementation. Although this is considered to be relevant to a successful 
innovation system, such activity is difficult to capture via innovation metrics. 
Similarly, innovative activity if it does produce innovative outcomes may take a 
comparatively long time to be realised. The innovation metrics may be applied prior 
to the innovation coming to fruition. As a result the innovation metric may not truly 
reflect the level of innovation activity. 
 
Smith (2006) debates whether or not innovation can be measured. Smith (2006) 
suggests that certain aspects of innovation may be measured whilst others may not. 
Measures of innovative activity may be placed (not exclusively) into two categories - 
indicators which are applied at a macro level and those at a micro level. It should be 
noted that certain innovation activity indicators may be employed to measure 
innovation at both macro and micro levels.  
 
Smith (2006) explores the concept of innovation as a novel adaptation, involving 
learning and knowledge management. Smith (2006) continues emphasising the 
multidimensional qualities of innovation. The multidimensional construct of 
innovation is likely to facilitate effective measurement in certain aspects of its entity 
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but not others (Smith, 2006). In terms of innovation, Smith (2006) states it is 
important to be clear about what can and cannot be measured. At the heart of what 
can or cannot be measured in innovation is the concept of novelty (Smith, 2006; 
Phillis et al 2008). If novelty is what is defined as innovation, then clarity needs to be 
established to answer the question what constitutes novelty? Is novelty a radically 
new product or process? Is novelty an incremental change to a new product or 
process? Is novelty something new to a particular firm or something completely new 
to an industry?  
 
Smith (2006) attempts to extrapolate the process of innovation identifying 
constituent and contributory elements to the process of innovation. It may be the 
case that there are both R&D and non R&D inputs to the innovation process (Smith, 
2006; NESTA, 2008). Smith’s (2006) work appears to focus upon science and 
technology-based innovation and does not really consider hidden and social 
innovation in any detail. He does make the occasional reference to activities which 
may be considered to be facets of hidden innovation, for example, developments in 
an organisation’s marketing activities or training procedures and processes.  
 
The measurement of innovation and its allied activities is notoriously difficult. For 
example, the process of learning, development of knowledge, and diffusion of 
knowledge are all considered to be prerequisites for innovation. However, they are 
all difficult, if not impossible, to accurately measure. In order to recognise the 
presence and contribution that such activities make to the innovation process, 
measurable approximations and/or association may be employed. It may then be 
possible to capture instances or measurements of these activities. For example, 
research undertaken to develop knowledge may be measured via expenditure on 
R&D or by analysing the amount of time used by researchers (Smith, 2006; 
Dodgson et al, 2008; Ahmed and Shepherd, 2010). It is important to clearly define 
what constitutes R&D activity. Similarly, learning may be captured by analysing 
resources allocated to education and training, product and process design, tool 
making and market research (Smith, 2006).  
 
It may be considered that the aforementioned contributory factors may be likely to 
support innovative activity. It should nevertheless be recognised that such factors, 
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although likely to impact upon an organisation’s innovativeness, are merely 
variables amongst many others which impact upon innovation. Further, it should be 
recognised that to measure such expenditure on R&D may not be straightforward. 
For example, R&D may be carried out formally by organisations in the 
pharmaceutical industry and be recognised in the organisation’s accounting 
practices. Other organisations may engage in R&D on an informal basis. Employees 
may undertake R&D informally, and may be constantly gathering information and 
knowledge relating to their function/role in the organisation. Such R&D activity is 
unlikely to be recorded in accounting records. However, it may be possible for 
organisations to approximate their R&D expenditure. It is more likely that 
organisations have a recognised education and training budget (this of course may 
be considered confidential by an organisation).  
 
It is possible to question the usefulness of innovation surveys often originally 
designed to capture manufacturing-based innovative activity. In particular, the 
usefulness may be questioned if the survey is applied in an attempt to measure 
hidden and/or social innovation. For example, the European Community Innovation 
Survey was designed to capture instances of innovative activity in manufacturing 
industry. Miles and Green (2008) criticise innovation surveys for being overly 
concerned with large organisations. This, they say, excludes or at best understates 
the extent of innovation in small organisations. Further, it is possible to criticise 
innovation surveys for placing too much emphasis upon the recording of technical 
innovation (Miles and Green, 2008). Miles and Green (2008) consider traditional 
innovation surveys to understate the role and prevalence of hidden innovation. 
Smith (2006) supports the view that to obtain a more holistic view of innovative 
activity across a whole economy, it may be necessary to use a range of data 
collection methods. For instance, to attempt to measure innovative activity in the 
service sector then a case study approach may be more appropriate.  
 
There are a number of factors which limit the capability of measurement to truly 
reflect the extent of innovative activity. Firstly, innovation is typically undertaken as 
an interactive process where innovation occurs incrementally. Any measurement of 
innovation is likely to take a ‘snap-shot’ recording instance of innovation and its 
outcomes. Secondly, innovation within an organisation is highly likely to be exposed 
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to a multitude of influences. Some of the influences are not under the direct control 
of the organisation, such as those found in the organisation’s general environment: 
legislation; sophistication of the financial sector; state of higher education; and 
innovation policy. Other influences, for example: education and training 
policy/programmes and budgets; R&D policy/programmes and budgets; market 
research; recruitment and selection; involvement in networks; organisational 
structure and culture may be directly controlled by an organisation.  
 
However, attempts to capture the impact of the direct influences may prove 
problematic, given the potential confidential information involved. Further, many 
firms may not structurally delineate such activities and may not wish and/or be able 
to disaggregate the influences which directly affect levels of innovativeness. As a 
consequence, if an organisation is unable or does not wish to produce data related 
to the factors influencing innovation, it is difficult (if not impossible) for a researcher 
to obtain the data. Thirdly, a factor inhibiting the researcher’s ability to construct a 
true and fair representation of innovative activity is the notion of time lags. For 
example, innovation output may be best measured long after certain inputs to the 
innovation process may have lapsed. This may be the case because the true extent 
of innovation-related output may occur a long time after the inception and 
subsequent resourcing of the product and/or process development. Indeed, it may 
be the case that during a period of R&D there is little or no innovative output, but 
much innovation development is being undertaken. Fourthly, an organisation’s 
general environment and its impact upon an organisation’s innovation performance 
may not be measured, only considered as a tool to contextualise innovation 
performance. It may however be possible for organisations to identify instances 
when the general environment has supported or possibly damaged its capability to 
innovate. 
 
When exploring and appraising the factors affecting innovation it is important to 
consider the impact of demand. In other words, to what extent does market-based 
demand affect innovation? Measuring the impact of demand can also be 
problematic. This is due to the difficulty in isolating the impact of demand from 
supply-based factors. Finally, there may be changes made to a firm’s products, 
processes, organisation, or marketing which may not be classified as innovation. 
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For example, customising products or services, replacing existing fixed capital (like-
for-like), changes in products, processes, organisation, or marketing that are made 
due to seasonal or cyclical factors. Clearly, therefore, it is important to recognise the 
need to distinguish between change that may be classed as innovative and change 
that is non-innovative.  
 
Figure 3.0 A Summary of Innovation Literature to be employed in Primary Data 
Collection 
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3.9 Social Capital 
There are many definitions for the phenomena that constitute social capital. For 
instance, Ostrom and Ahn (2003:1) consider social capital as ‘an attribute of 
individuals and of their relationships that enhance their ability to solve collective 
problems’. Coleman (1988) concurs with this view stating that social capital exists in 
the ‘relations among persons’. Other authors such as Conway and Steward (2009) 
believe social capital to be located in relationships. The notion of location of social 
capital is employed by Conway and Steward (2009) to reveal their view that social 
capital is not owned by any individual or group. This, they say, is due to the fact that 
if an individual were to withdraw from a relationship, the social capital is likely to 
cease to exist.  
 
However, Huggins and Johnston (2010) argue that social capital is held by an 
individual. This interpretation of social capital may create a dilemma in terms of its 
questioning of whether social capital is an individual and/or a group construct. 
Huggins and Johnson question whether individuals seek social capital for personal 
gain or for an organisational-based motive. This conundrum may have implications 
for how the role played by Technium centre managers, Innovation Network 
Partnership Chairs, and Communities First Coordinators creates an environment 
whereby personal and/or organisationally-motivated social capital may be built. 
There may be differences in approach required if the individuals involved in the 
Technium, Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First Project are to 
build social capital. Indeed, a question may be asked as to whether engagement 
with the Technium, Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First Project 
increases the likelihood of individuals and/or groups accessing and establishing 
calculative network capital as described by Huggins and Johnson. Woolcock and 
Narayan (2000) sum up social capital by employing the widely-known and used 
phrase ‘it’s not what you know, but who you know that matters’. They tighten up 
their definition by referring to social capital as being the ‘norms and networks that 
enable people to act collectively’.  
 
Social capital has occasionally been referred to as the capital of the poor (Woolcock 
and Narayan, 2000). This may be true in certain contexts, particularly in developing 
countries where the poor have limited access to physical and financial resources. A 
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generic and arguably all-encompassing definition of social capital is that of Cooke et 
al (2005), who define social capital as the ‘application or exercise of social norms of 
reciprocity, trust and exchange for political or economic purposes’. This definition is 
one of the few which considers the purpose behind actions or feelings typically 
associated with social capital. In other words, it provides an opportunity to reveal the 
motivation or desired outcomes driving those who engage in social capital related 
activities. Others, such as Woodhouse (2006), consider social capital to be a 
resource. The resource of social capital is an accumulation of many interactions 
between different people (Woodhouse, 2006). The seemingly multitudinous 
available definitions of social capital may enable the concept to be employed in a 
comparatively wide range of contexts and uses. Given the broad range of definitions 
for social capital a single, universally acceptable definition is unlikely to be 
produced. This does not negate the application of the concept; however, clarity is 
required when considering which facet of social capital is to be applied in a 
particular context.  
 
Dasgupta (2000) views social capital as a ‘system of interpersonal networks’ and to 
be a macro-scale phenomenon affecting the whole economy. Small-scale network 
involvement output he considers being human capital rather than social capital. 
Indeed, Dasgupta (2005) defines social capital as being ‘interpersonal networks, 
nothing more’. He develops this statement by referring to a prerequisite for social 
capital as being the maintenance of trust which members of an interpersonal 
network have in each other. The maintenance is achieved by the ‘mutual 
enforcement of agreements’. Developing the notion of agreement, Fountain (1998) 
considers efficient and effective networks to have the capability to resolve conflict. 
Further, Dasgupta (2005) believes the quality of an interpersonal network to be 
dependent upon the use to which it is put. Others, like Fukuyama (2003) define 
social capital as ‘an instantiated informal norm that promotes cooperation’. Social 
capital is described by Coleman (1988) as not being a unitary entity, rather a 
number of different entities. Dasgupta (2000) also refers to the variety of forms of 
social capital. Woolcock and Narayan (2000) and Beugelsdijk and van Shaik 
(2005a) allude to the multidimensional nature of social capital. Coleman (1988) 
states that, although social capital may arguably be rather disparate in its 
construction, there are two common elements, namely, social structures, and 
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individuals and organisations undertaking actions. Social capital may be 
distinguished from other forms of capital in that the more it is used the more it 
increases (Putnam et al, 1993). In a similar vein, Woolcock and Narayan (2000) are 
of the opinion that the make-up of social capital changes over time. Putnam et al 
(1993) consider that social capital may increase via a ‘virtuous circle’ of activity and 
diminish as a consequence of a ‘vicious circle’ of activity. Applying Putnam’s work to 
the innovation policy continuum, it may be worth exploring whether or not each case 
study may be described as fertile ground for the presence of a virtuous circle. If 
there is one present, the likelihood of increasing social capital is improved. Fountain 
(1998) supports the concept of social capital increasing in a virtuous circle; she 
refers to the ‘self-reinforcing cyclic nature of social relationships’. In other words, are 
the Technium, Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First projects 
appropriately designed, implemented and managed to encourage virtuous circles of 
social capital? In particular, do elements of social capital such as trust, social norms 
and networks increase with the presence of a virtuous circle of activity (Putnam et 
al, 1993)? Similarly, Fountain (1998) also refers to social capital as being 
constituted of networks, norms and trust. Fountain (1998) states that such norms, 
networks and trust enable cooperation between individuals and/or organisations. 
Norms, as referred to by Kaasa (2009), are trustworthiness and general reciprocity. 
Landry et al (2002) also interpret norms as being trustworthiness.   
 
Kaasa (2009) describes firm level social capital as being focused upon Putnam et 
al’s (1993) view of social capital (trust, norms, and networks). At firm level, this 
means the trust, norms, and networks are associated with an individual employee 
(Kaasa, 2009). Further, Putnam et al (1993) link social capital to social 
organisations in that they may both be constituted of trust, norms and networks. 
Dasgupta (2000) critiques the work of Putnam et al (1993) when he states that in his 
opinion Putnam et al (1993) although identifying components of social capital, fail to 
articulate how they would be ‘amalgamated’ to form social capital. Bjornskov (2006) 
also questions Putnam et al’s (1993) definition of social capital, considering it to be 
vague. Its vagueness, continues Bjornskov (2006), stems from the amelioration of a 
wide variety of societal entities into a single concept. It should also be noted that 
Putnam et al’s (1993) work has been criticised as an oversimplification of the 
environment in which social capital exists (Beugelsdijk and van Shaik, 2005).  
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Other factors which influence social capital include cultural differences (Coleman, 
1988). This may have particular relevance to this Wales-based innovation policy 
continuum. Coleman considers cultural differences to impact on the likelihood that 
benefit or aid will be lent and requested and the subsequent knock-on effect to the 
closure of social networks (closure of social networks may be interpreted as 
completing/joining up loose ends of a network). In a Welsh context, there may be an 
expectation of Central and Welsh Assembly Government aid/benefit being granted 
or lent to individuals and organisations. It may be of particular interest to question 
the impact of the provision and expectation of state support upon social networks 
and subsequently upon social capital. Coleman (1988) identifies an issue of social 
contact logistics. The topography and transport linkages in Wales may impact upon 
social capital linkages. Indeed, the research of Cooke et al (2005) reveals that 
Wales typically holds a comparatively low social capital score and rank when 
compared to other regions in the UK. For instance, Wales has the lowest rank (12th 
of 12) for trust when compared to other UK regions. Wales also records a 
comparatively low score for business social capital with a ranking of 10th of 12. Both 
results may be factors contributing to the comparative lowly position of Wales in the 
regional competitiveness rankings (Cooke et al, 2005).  
 
The aspects of literature selected to both represent the social capital literature 
above and to be applicable to the research questions are identified below in Table 
3.4. 
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Table 3.4 Summary of Generic Social Capital Literature as Expressed in the Primary 
Data Collection 
 
Generic Social capital 
 
 
Expression of theory in primary 
data collection 
 
 
Author/Theorist 
I solve problems collectively with 
others 
Ostrom and Ahn (2003); Woolcock and 
Narayan (2000) 
When I help others I expect others to 
help me in the future 
Putnam et al (1993); Coleman (1988); 
Fountain (1998) 
When I support others they expect to 
support me in the future 
Putnam et al (1993); Coleman (1988); 
Fountain (1998) 
If I do someone a favour I expect it to 
be reciprocated 
Putnam et al (1993); Coleman (1988); 
Fountain (1998) 
When I do someone a favour in work 
it is usually returned in the future 
Putnam et al (1993); Coleman (1988); 
Fountain (1998) 
Generally speaking, would you say 
that most people can be trusted or 
that you can’t be too careful in 
dealing with people? 
Bjornskov (2006) 
I consider others to be trustworthy. Tsai and Ghoshal (1998); Landry et al 
(2002) 
 
 
3.10 Bonding and Bridging Social Capital 
Woodhouse (2006) refers to two different forms of social capital; namely, bonding 
and bridging social capital. Bonding social capital may be described as a situation 
where the relationships existing between a group of individuals (or within a 
community) enable them to ‘get by’ maintaining their existence and status quo 
(Woodhouse, 2006; Putnam, 2000). Similarly, Putnam (2000) defines bonding social 
capital as being an outcome of the connections built between individuals in the 
same group. Bridging social capital also refers to relationships between individuals 
in a group or community. However, in this case relationships extend outside the 
group (or community) and, as a result, gain access to skills and resources currently 
not available within the group (or community). The newly-found skills and resources 
take the group forward – beyond merely getting by (Woodhouse, 2006). There may 
be parallels to be drawn between notions of bridging social capital and the work of 
Huggins (2010). Huggins’ definition of network capital as being a ‘calculative and 
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strategic’ network enabling exchange of knowledge may ultimately perform a similar 
function to bridging social capital. This may be the case in that building and 
maintaining bridging social capital may necessitate a structured and strategic 
approach. Further, the exchange of knowledge may be an outcome of bridging 
social capital. Huggins also writes of network capital involving firms accessing rather 
than acquiring knowledge. Although, firms are not omnipresent in the three case 
studies, the work of Huggins may still be applied to this study. Huggins builds on an 
expectation that competitive advantage may accrue from network capital. However, 
in this study it may be the case that Technium business tenants and members of the 
Innovation Network Partnership may be looking for and achieve competitive 
advantage as a result of actively and calculatively building network capital. 
Individuals and groups in the Communities First projects are less likely to pursue 
competitive advantage as an outcome of network capital; the reason for this being 
that, although they operate in a competitive environment for sources of funding, they 
are more likely to be engaged in partnership building to meet community needs.  
 
Putnam (2000) considers bridging social capital to be achieved via connections built 
between different often diverse social groups. The distinction between bonding and 
bridging social capital has been simplified by Putnam (2004). His interpretation 
focuses upon how alike people are in terms of social class, ethnicity, gender and 
age. Bonding social capital, state Putnam (2004), is typically a social network in 
which individuals are alike, whilst, bridging social capital is more likely to constitute a 
social network in which individuals are dissimilar.  
 
Further, Putnam (2004) states that bridging social capital is more likely to produce 
positive outcomes. This is because bridging social capital may be less likely to 
produce destructive outcomes such as criminal activity. In reality, many individuals 
are exposed to, and participate in, both bonding and bridging social capital (Putnam, 
2004). This may be applied to the Technium, Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First Project. Arguably, tenants, members, and project workers 
respectively, may collectively form bonding social capital and also may facilitate 
and/or be exposed to bridging social capital. There is a danger that bonding social 
capital, if characterised by strong ties, as described by Granovetter (1992), may 
inhibit an organisation or an individual’s ability to create relationships with 
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individuals and/or organisations external to the auspices of bonding social capital. 
For instance, in the early stages of its life cycle, a firm may be dependent upon 
family, friends and a trusted local network for its supplies and market. However, to 
develop and grow a firm is likely to need to work with different suppliers and others 
in the market. The strength of existing ties associated with bonding social capital 
may limit a firm’s desire and capability to build bridging social capital. This is also 
considered by Dodgson et al (2008), who consider relationships which may be 
regarded as too strong can inhibit current and possibly future innovation projects.  
 
Similarly, research undertaken by Cooke et al (2005) reveals that Wales scores 
comparatively highly in terms of ‘social contact’. This score may reveal reliance by 
Welsh firms upon family and/or friends for a firm’s related resources. This may also 
suggest that Wales is comparatively rich in bonding social capital since it appears 
that Welsh firms make greater use of ‘social contact’ or ‘social associational capital’ 
than other parts of the UK (only Northern Ireland has a higher social contact score). 
In turn this may indicate that Welsh firms are more reliant upon forms of bonding 
social capital than other parts of the UK (with the exception of Northern Ireland). In 
itself this may not be problematic. However, if this form of social capital is 
characterised by strong ties then it may inhibit the firm if it wishes to access and 
exploit bridging social capital. It may be possible that the Innovation Network 
Partnership and Communities First projects could be used as a means to actively 
engage with the provision and exploitation of opportunities to build bridging social 
capital. The paradox of a comparatively low trust ranking and a comparatively high 
social contact ranking may be indicative of willingness to work with and trust family 
and friends on one hand and a reticence to work with and trust non-local individuals 
and organisations on the other.  Thus, bonding social capital, although usually a 
desirable resource may need to be actively managed to prevent it inhibiting 
individual and firm development. If bonding social capital is not actively managed 
and becomes too dominant a force it may suffocate a firm and permanently limit its 
potential for development. Consequently, could the Technium, Innovation Network 
Partnership and Communities First project be incentivised to facilitate greater trust 
and willingness to work with non-local individuals and organisations? Resultant of 
such activity may be that the Technium, Innovation Network Partnership and 
 83 
Communities First Project support individuals and organisations in the construction 
of bridging social capital. 
 
Figure 3.1 Prerequisite conditions for Bridging Capital 
 
                                      Well functioning states 
 
Segment A                                                                                     Segment B 
 
                Exclusion                                                      Social and economic 
                (latent conflict)                                              well being 
 
 
Low levels of bridging                                                    High levels of bridging 
social capital                                                                  social capital 
 
 
                  Conflict                                                         Coping 
 
Segment D                                                                                     Segment C 
 
                                          Dysfunctional states 
 
Source: Woolcock and Narayan (2000) 
 
As illustrated in Figure 3.1 the ideal position to achieve complementarity is segment 
B, where a well functioning state and high levels of bridging social capital are 
present. Bridging social capital may be described as being the means by which 
locally-based networks can ‘transcend’ the locally-based focus of their existence 
Woolcock and Narayan (2000). The means of building bridging social capital include 
acquiring and developing necessary skills and resources. Before continuing with an 
exposition of social capital it may be worthwhile considering the role bridging capital 
may play in the construction of the innovation policy continuum case studies. In the 
case of the Technium, Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First 
projects it may be stated that a factor influencing project innovation outcomes is the 
volume and quality of bridging social capital. Bridging social capital is likely to be the 
most significant reason behind moving from a state of ‘getting by’ to a state of 
‘getting ahead’ (Woolcock and Narayan, 2000).  
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The aspects of literature selected to represent the bonding and bridging social 
capital literature above and to be applicable to the research questions are identified 
below in Table 3.5 and Table 3.6 respectively.  
 
Table 3.5 Summary of Bonding Social Capital Literature as Expressed in the Primary 
Data Collection 
 
Bonding Social Capital 
 
Expression of theory in primary 
data collection 
 
 
Author/Theorist 
I feel I am supported in my work by 
the community 
Woodhouse (2006) 
I have positive relationships with 
many people in my local community 
Putnam (2000) 
A culture exists of ‘mutually 
enforceable agreements’  
Dasgupta (2000) 
Your relationships with others may be 
described as a virtuous circle of 
activity 
Putnam et al (1993) 
 
Table 3.6 Summary of Bridging Social Capital Literature as Expressed in the Primary 
Data Collection 
 
Bridging Social Capital 
 
 
Expression of theory in primary 
data collection 
 
 
Author/Theorist 
I am able  to gain access to external 
networks 
Kaasa (2009); Landry et al (2002) in 
their definition of structural social 
capital. 
I have gained access to resources 
via linkages with other organisations 
Woodhouse (2006) 
I have gained access to new skills via 
linkages established with external 
agencies 
Woodhouse (2006) 
I have relationships with a diverse 
range of organisations (external to 
my local community.  
Putnam (2000) 
My organisation helps me solve 
problems collectively by putting me in 
touch with individuals or 
organisations outside our 
organisation. 
 
N/A 
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3.11 Other Forms of Social Capital 
Kaasa (2009) identifies two other forms of social capital: cognitive and structural.  
Similarly, Tsai and Ghoshal (1998) consider their view of social capital: social ties, 
trust, and value systems to correspond to a structural, relational and cognitive 
description of social capital.  The structural facet of social capital has its roots in 
social interaction, whilst, the relational aspect of social capital may be said to be 
located in the social interactions in the form of trust and trustworthiness (Tsai and 
Ghoshal, 1998). Finally, the cognitive aspect of social capital is sourced in a shared 
understanding of desired modes of behaviour and outcomes (Tsai and Ghoshal, 
1998). Further, Kaasa (2009) refers to cognitive social capital as being constituted 
from norms and trust, and structural social capital as encompassing formal and 
informal networks. Clearly, Kaasa (2009) is referring to the work of Putnam et al 
(1993) by re-categorising the constituent elements of social capital. Landry et al 
(2002) also refer to cognitive and structural social capital. Concurring with Kaasa 
(2009), Landry et al (2002) consider structural social capital to be networks, 
relational and participation assets. The Landry et al (2002) definition of cognitive 
social capital provides a fuller description, including norms, attitudes, beliefs and 
values impacting upon the interdependence facet of social capital. In many social 
capital-based research studies the main form of cognitive social capital explored is 
trust (Landry et al, 2002; Woodhouse, 2006). 
 
3.12 Social Capital and Innovation 
A possible fundamental linkage between social capital and innovation is a statement 
made by Putnam et al (1993). The statement ‘trust lubricates cooperation’ clearly 
identifies the importance of trust as an enabler of cooperation. Beugelsdijk and van 
Schaik (2005a) believe that higher levels of trust usually lead to higher levels of 
cooperation. A possible link is made by Rutten and Boekema (2007) and Shan et al 
(1994) who support the view that cooperation and collaboration are essential to the 
process of innovation. Further, they consider social capital to play a vital role in the 
efficiency and effectiveness of cooperation and collaboration. Likewise, trust is 
considered by Fountain (1998) to be a prerequisite for effective collaboration. Social 
capital, state Rutten and Boekema (2007), is a prerequisite for an efficient and 
effective process of innovation. In support, Tsai and Ghoshal’s (1998) research 
reveals a significant positive link between a firm’s social capital and its capability to 
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innovate.  Landry et al (2002) also consider social capital to be an influential factor 
in the decision to innovate or not and subsequently the radical nature of the 
innovation. Indeed, social capital may be considered to be a crucial element in an 
organisation’s bid to become more innovative (OECD/Eurostat, 2005). 
Consequently, it may well be the case that trust via cooperation is also of 
importance to innovation. Indeed, Landry et al (2002) describe social capital as 
being an ‘essential ingredient to understand innovation’.  
 
The notion of trust being important to innovation is explored in each of the three 
case studies. Further, as stated by Putnam et al (1993) and Beugelsdijk and van 
Shaik (2005a), ‘cooperation breeds trust’. If this statement is true then cooperation 
and trust mutually supporting and fostering one another may create a particularly 
fecund virtuous circle; a virtuous circle which may increasingly produce higher levels 
of trust and cooperation. Rutten (2003) agrees with this proposition, stating that 
firms are more likely to cooperate with each other if they are in a high-trust 
relationship. The rationale for such a statement is the expectation by firms of the 
benefits of working together. It has been stated that increased levels of trust, as a 
consequence of increased levels of cooperation, may lead to lower levels of risk 
aversion and an increased likelihood of more radical forms of innovation taking 
place (Akcomak and ter Weel, 2008; Kaasa, 2009). Sweeney (2001) demonstrates 
clarity of thought in his work linking the social capital outcome of trust as focal to 
innovative activity. It is mutually held trust which acts as an enabler for innovation to 
take place (Sweeney, 2001).  
 
On the other hand, Knack and Keefer (1997) and Landry et al (2002) believe that 
innovation is less likely to happen where comparatively low trust exists. Their 
rationale for this view is that low trust between an organisation’s stakeholders may 
divert attention away from more productive use of resources. They maintain that 
societies with comparatively higher levels of trust are more likely to engage in 
innovative activities. Conversely, comparatively low levels of trust may be expected 
to lead to higher transaction costs. Higher transaction costs are likely to increase the 
cost of doing business with another individual or organisation. As a result, time and 
resource are diverted away from innovative activities towards lower value-add 
policing of interactions with stakeholders. Woodhouse (2006) states that increasing 
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levels of trust are likely to reduce economic transaction costs. Beugelsdijk and van 
Shaik (2005a) also refer to trust as having the capability to reduce transaction costs. 
Typically, Beugelsdijk and van Shaik (2005a) suggest that trust may reduce the 
need to closely monitor business activities. It is also likely that comparatively low 
levels of trust may reduce levels of innovative activity. Likewise, Knack and Keefer 
(1997) believe the presence of trust diminishes the need to monitor and check the 
progress of a contractor. Similarly, Cooke et al (2005) refer to the presence of trust 
reducing contractual complication and the need for enforcement of contracts; thus 
enabling firms to allocate time and resources to value-add activities such as 
innovation. Woolcock and Narayan’s (2000) Network View (as illustrated in 3.1) may 
reduce transaction costs and, via collectivity outcomes, contribute to increasing 
levels of knowledge sharing and innovation.  
 
To facilitate information and knowledge sharing, Sweeney (2001) advocates the 
development of networks. Although Sweeney (2001) does not mention the term 
bridging social capital, he recognises the need to create and develop it. This is 
evident in Sweeney’s (2001) identification of the need to have external relationships 
which facilitate the sharing of knowledge and information (possibly some tacit 
information) from a multitude of sources/networks (both internal and external to the 
firm, community or region). To further investigate social capital as a factor affecting 
innovation, research undertaken by Cooke et al (2005) reveals that innovative firms 
typically make use of non-local networks. Such firms are more likely to collaborate, 
and are also more likely to have comparatively high trust relationships, with other 
stakeholders.  
 
Bridging social capital is developed in a very similar manner by ‘plugging’ into 
external agencies and/or networks. Another potential supporter of the network view 
is Kaasa (2009). Her research reveals that formal and informal networks have a 
positive impact on innovative activity. Similarly, Miles and Green (2008) stress the 
importance of formal networks such as professional associations and informal 
groups for the generation of ideas. Another supporter is Ahuja (2000), who believes 
innovative activity may be promoted by a firm developing an increased number of 
direct ties in its network. The number of direct ties a firm has in its network is linked 
to benefits such as ‘knowledge sharing, complementarity, and scale’ (Ahuja, 2000). 
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The direct ties alluded to by Ahuja (2000) enable firms who collaborate to access a 
larger resource pool than if they had acted independently; Tsai and Ghoshal (1998) 
also share this view. Complementarity facilitates the achievement of synergistic 
outcomes resultant of intra- and inter-firm skill amelioration.  
 
The direct ties related benefit of scale are similar to those of knowledge sharing, 
namely, that firms in a direct ties network are able to access a larger pool of 
resources per se (Ahuja, 2000). The research of Landry et al (2002) reveals that 
structural social capital in the form of networks and other forms of relational assets 
has a positive relationship with innovation. In other words, as the quantity and 
quality of structural social capital increases, so does the likelihood of innovative 
activity.   
 
It may be stated that to support and/or promote innovation, networks need to be 
open, efficient and effective in information/knowledge exchange (Fountain, 1998). 
Fountain (1998) refers to productive networks as a ‘mesh’ of ‘flexible peer-to-peer’ 
relationships. This, she states, is a source of social capital. The peer-to-peer 
meshed network described by Fountain (1998) may be an enabler of innovation. 
This may be the case if individuals and/or organisations become more adaptable as 
an outcome of the network. Fountain refers to a meshed network as having the 
capability to enhance individual and/or organisational awareness and understanding 
of the business environment. The greater awareness and understanding may result 
in increased capability to identify opportunities or threats, identify and implement 
solutions, and as a result increase levels of innovation.  
 
Nevertheless, Fountain (1998) expresses a note of caution, stating that the 
information sharing resulting from networks is not as valuable as the social capital 
produced. To elaborate upon this statement, social capital rather than information 
capital is more likely to produce useful, innovation-focused outcomes. This is the 
case, states Fountain (1998), because of the ‘screening of information’ for 
authenticity, validity and potential impact undertaken by network members. The 
most efficient and effective form of network to achieve such screening is a 
collaborative one (Fountain, 1998). Fountain (1998) also alludes to the trust built up 
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in meshed peer-to-peer networks. This trust, she states, is likely to add value to the 
information exchanged and encourage collective learning to take place.  
 
There are possible similarities to the concept of learning regions as described by 
Morgan (1995) and Pratt (1997). Fountain (1998) stresses the horizontal nature of a 
meshed peer-to-peer network. A horizontal network, Fountain (1998) states, is far 
more likely than a vertical network to promote trust. This concept may be 
transferable to a regional or innovation programme setting. It is evident that 
Fountain (1998) expresses support for the formation of horizontal networks as 
opposed to vertical networks; horizontal networks seemingly being more supportive 
of the formation of social capital and consequential innovation outcomes. A possible 
reason why horizontal networks may be more likely to assist the formation of social 
capital is to be found in the work of Hall (2002). Hall (2002) holds the view that 
social capital formation requires individuals to regularly interact in a context of 
‘relative equality’. Arguably, a state of relative equality is more likely to exist in a 
horizontal as opposed to a vertical network. The notion of relative equality may be of 
particular interest to the Technium project, Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First Project. This may be so given the culture of equality which 
arguably pervades the three thesis case studies. A culture of equality may make it 
more likely that social capital may be formed. Indeed, the Technium project, 
Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First Project all create, to differing 
degrees, opportunities for the formation and operation of networks.  
 
Fountain (1998) supports the view that proximity matters in social capital 
construction, with the key social capital abutment to innovation being the lowering of 
transaction costs (Landry et al, 2002). Transaction costs such as ‘search and 
information costs, bargaining and decision costs, and policing and enforcement 
costs’ are reduced (Landry et al, 2002). This is likely to be the case because of the 
expected increase in levels of trust, leading to a diminishing role for security checks 
when undertaking a project. As a consequence, it is expected that lead and launch 
times are decreased. 
 
To further strengthen the linkage/relationship between social capital and innovation, 
it has been stated that social capital may improve the productivity of both physical 
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and human capital (Woodhouse, 2006). In addition, social capital may have an 
impact upon the willingness and capability of an individual or a group to take a risk. 
Woodhouse (2006) considers social capital to impact upon risk acceptance or risk 
adversity. Also, higher levels of trust are expected to lower risk aversion (Kaasa, 
2009). For example, higher levels of trust are associated with higher levels of 
investment in R&D (Akcomak and ter Weel, 2006). Further, social capital may be 
considered to be a form of insurance against risk (Woodhouse, 2006). The degree 
of willingness to take risks is generally accepted to be a factor affecting levels of 
innovative activity (Akcomak and ter Weel, 2008; Mulgan et al, 2007; Young 
Foundation/NESTA, 2007). Therefore, via the extent of risk acceptance or risk 
aversion, social capital may be linked to innovation. It has been stated that societal 
levels of risk adversity are a factor affecting innovation (Kaasa, 2009). Kaasa (2009) 
supports the view that social capital influences the level of innovation. In her 
research Kaasa (2009) has identified a positive relationship between innovation 
(represented by the number of patent applications made) and aspects of social 
capital such as general trust, institutional trust and civic participation. However, it 
should be noted that Kaasa (2009) focused upon patent data as a means of 
measuring innovation. It may not be surprising that civic participation and 
institutional trust are considered to be the facets of social capital which have the 
strongest positive relationship with innovation. Not surprising because patentable 
innovation may be said to be heavily dependent upon the strength of a country’s 
legal system - in particular, a country’s legislature and enforcement capability, as 
applied to and in relation to intellectual property. However, the Landry et al (2002) 
study finds that trust does not have a significant statistical relationship with 
innovative activity. It should be noted that the Landry et al (2002) study was 
undertaken with a sample of manufacturing firms from the region of Monteregie in 
Canada. Trust may arguably be less important as an issue affecting innovative 
activity in Canadian manufacturing firms. 
 
Cooke et al (2005) write of the dangers of making assumptions of a linear causality 
nature. They urge caution when making linkages between the presence and 
strength of social capital and firm performance (innovation being among Cooke et 
al’s (2005) performance indicators). Cooke et al (2005) consider that rather than 
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exploring linear causal relationships, it is more apt to explore associations between 
social capital and variables of innovation activity. 
 
Further, innovation is arguably more likely to take place with the involvement of 
other individuals and/or organisations. The notion of no-one knows as much as 
everyone may be applied. In other words, individuals sharing their insight and 
having joint ownership of a project/development is more likely to produce an 
innovative outcome.  
 
Coleman (1988) considers social capital to be in line with other forms of capital by 
being productive. Sweeney (2001) also describes social capital as a productive 
resource. He considers the product of social capital to be of value, this value being 
dependent upon ‘social organisation’. Social organisation that produces value has 
the following attributes: trustworthiness, reciprocity, and norms predicated to 
encourage individuals to behave in a manner supporting a collective raison d’etre.  
Of particular note in the context of cooperation is the concept of ‘generalised 
reciprocity’, as referred to by Putnam et al (1993), which may be described as a 
‘continuing relationship of exchange’. However, the exchange may initially in terms 
of benefit be rather one-sided. Nevertheless, the party providing the benefit has an 
expectation that the benefit recipient will, in the future reciprocate the benefit 
(Putnam et al, 1993). The expectation is considered by both parties to be mutual. 
Coleman (1988) also exposes and explores trustworthiness and expectation of 
reciprocation of benefit given by a trustee.  
 
To further investigate the notion of exchange Cooke et al (2005) distinguish 
between traded and untraded interdependencies. They consider untraded 
interdependencies to be a form of ‘gift relationship’ where a favour or useful 
resource is exchanged without the receipt of financial compensation. Conversely, 
traded interdependencies involve the exchange of a useful resource and exchange 
of financial resources. Of interest in terms of social capital is the volume and quality 
of untraded interdependencies; in particular, the concept of giving and receiving 
favours. Favour giving and receiving are typically considered by firms as going 
‘beyond normal practice’ (Cooke et al, 2005). Putnam et al (1993) describe a 
situation where generalised reciprocity is more likely to flourish where ‘dense 
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networks of social exchange’ exist. Putnam et al (1993) continue stating, the 
exchange is more likely to occur when trust is expected to be ‘requited not 
exploited’. Coleman (1988) also writes about the relevance of reciprocal expectation 
of benefit and she refers to the expectation of future benefit from the trustee to be in 
the form of a ‘credit slip’. The credit slip is accrued by the trustee for notional 
repayment to the trustor. It may also be possible to consider social capital as an 
enterprise’s stock of ‘social trust values and norms’ (OECD/Eurostat, 2005). 
Therefore, the mutual expectation aspect of generalised reciprocity may be 
considered an essential ingredient to improve the level of social capital. Norms such 
as reciprocity, states Fountain (1998), are considered to be a prerequisite of efficient 
and effective relationships. In continuance of Coleman’s (1988) banking analogy, 
Fountain (1998) refers to the ‘favour bank’. The favour bank concept enables 
individuals to accrue favours to be cashed in at a later date. That is, work is done, or 
support is given on the basis or expectation of reciprocated work or support in the 
future. In corroboration, Fountain (1998) considers the formation of social capital to 
rely upon individuals and groups to believe in the value of long-term relationships.  
 
The perception of long-term reward acts as a form of compensation for the actual or 
potential short-term resource sacrifice made by the individual or group. Further, the 
level of reciprocity existing between firms and between individuals may be 
considered to be a factor affecting the diffusion of information and knowledge 
(Kaasa, 2009). The concept of reciprocity may provide a linkage to innovation. For 
example, Landry et al (2002) stress the interdependent nature of stakeholders in the 
innovation process. Following on from this, there is to be an implication for 
innovation, given that innovation is typically reliant upon the appropriate diffusion of 
information and knowledge. In relation to the innovation policy continuum, a 
question may be posed as to whether or not the notion of mutual expectation exists. 
In all three case studies the mutual expectation of trust being ‘requited not exploited’ 
may be considered a prerequisite for a state of general reciprocity to exist. Another 
link between social capital and innovation is the diffusion of innovation. The diffusion 
of innovation is considered to be more efficient and effective where strong 
association exists between individuals (Woodhouse, 2006). 
 
 93 
Putnam et al (1993) also identify networks of civic engagement as ‘an essential form 
of social capital’. They consider networks of civic engagement to increase the 
likelihood of cooperation for the following reasons: reducing the likelihood of 
opportunism; increase the likelihood of reciprocity; enhance the effectiveness of the 
information flow (enabling information relating to trustworthiness to be 
communicated); provide a means of supporting an ongoing culture of expectation of 
collaboration leading to success (which may in turn lead to more collaboration and 
hopefully more success). The aforementioned benefits of networks of civic 
engagement may be considered to further strengthen the case for the awareness, 
creation and fostering of virtuous circles of activity. To explore the effectiveness of 
networks of civic engagement, the work of Putnam et al (1993) may be further 
applied to the innovation policy continuum, in particular, the extent to which 
horizontal and vertical networks exist. The relevance of such an exploration is to 
ascertain whether or not the Technium, Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First projects have horizontal networks – making it more likely that 
trust and cooperation will exist (Putnam et al, 1993). The differing structures and 
cultures of the three case studies may be expected to influence the existence and 
extent of social capital present. Similarly, Knack and Keefer (1997) consider trust 
and civic cooperation to be more important to the levels of social capital. 
 
As illustrated in Figure 3.2 Ostrom and Ahn (2003) identify trust as the key linkage 
between social capital and collective action. 
 
Figure 3.2     Social Capital, Trust and Collective Action 
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Source: Ostrom and Ahn (2003) 
 
 
 94 
They believe trust to be an outcome of social capital. Others such as Fukuyama 
(2003), Dasgupta (2000), Hall (2002) and Woodhouse (2006) support the view that 
trust is an outcome not a form of social capital. Dasgupta (2009) confirms his belief 
that the only way to create trust is via social capital. For the purpose of the thesis, 
collective action will include such phenomena as cooperation, collaboration and 
generalised reciprocity. Trust is defined by Ostrom and Ahn (2003) as the 
‘subjective probability’ recognised by an individual that another individual will 
undertake a particular course of action. Gambetta (1998) also defines trust as 
having a level of ‘subjective probability’ that an individual will undertake a predicted 
course of action. Likewise, Beugelsdijk and van Schaik (2005b) consider trust to be 
an individual’s ‘expected dependability’. Similarly, Dasgupta (2000) defines trust as 
being an individual expectation of the likely actions of others; the trust issue 
identified by Dasgupta (2000) being that the individual has to make a decision about 
his/her choice of action before knowing what the action of others will be. Thus 
Dasgupta (2000) appears to concur with the notion of subjective probability as a 
fundamental tenet of trust. Similarly, Kaasa (2009) refers to confidence in others’ 
actions as a factor of trust. Further, Ostrom and Ahn (2003) consider trust to 
contribute to mutual (trustor and trustee) beneficial outcomes. Trust may be a 
means by which firms may protect themselves against opportunistic behaviour. For 
instance, Cooke et al (2005) explore the extent to which firms’ formal and informal 
relationships affect their exposure to social capital and thus their capability to guard 
against opportunistic behaviour. In their exploration of social capital they investigate 
the contribution of mutually held trust, swapping favours, and credibility, reliability 
and reputational judgements to a firm’s capability to protect itself against 
opportunistic behaviour.  
 
Trust is a seemingly omnipresent facet of social capital. Woodhouse alludes to trust 
being disaggregated into two sub-categories, thick and thin trust. Thin trust refers to 
the trust existing in the general environment. Thick trust is conserved with an 
individual’s more immediate environment such as work and family life. Trust may be 
considered to be a prerequisite for the successful building, maintaining and 
developing relationships – both intra- and inter-organisation (OECD/Eurostat, 2005). 
Indeed, Putnam et al (1993) consider trust to be an ‘essential component of social 
capital’. Trust as described by Beugelsdijk and van Shaik (2005a) is the expectation 
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of another individual’s reliability of understanding, equality, commitment and 
predictability of actions.  
 
At more of a micro level, trust may be regarded as the property of an individual or as 
a facet of interpersonal relationships (the individual may be interpreted as an 
individual or a firm) (Beugelsdijk and van Shaik, 2005a). In terms of interpersonal 
relationships and the perception of others, trust, states Dasgupta (2000), is based 
upon reputation. 
 
It may be stated that higher levels of societal trust increase the likelihood of the 
existence of a meritocracy. In other words, the recruitment and selection of human 
capital is more likely to focus upon an individual’s education and skills and places 
less emphasis on who the individual knows (Kaasa, 2009). Fountain (1998) holds 
the view that to enable a more omnipresent form of generalised trust to exist there 
needs to be an element of ‘transivity of trust’ present. Transivity of trust is described 
by Fountain (1998) as ‘A trusts C because B trusts C and A trusts B’. 
 
In relation to Figure 3.2 Ostrom and Ahn (2003) highlight the need for clarity when 
defining trustworthiness. They view trustworthiness as having its roots in an 
individual’s ‘intrinsic motivation’ to cooperate (or not) with another individual. The 
intrinsic motivation they maintain exists even in the absence of the other forms of 
social capital – networks and institutions. Therefore, if the insight provided by 
Ostrom and Ahn (2003) is accurate any research undertaken from a social capital 
perspective should be mindful of the individual, personalised foci of trustworthiness. 
In other words, although there are other factors affecting social capital in a given 
context, it is likely an individual may be influenced by the other forms of social 
capital. It remains that individuals, with their personal life legacy/baggage and 
understandings, have an innate intrinsic motivation to cooperate or not. A further 
potential complication is that an individual is expected to have a personalised 
continuum of trustworthiness (Ostrom and Ahn, 2003). This means that an individual 
may exhibit differing degrees of trustworthiness with different trustees. 
 
Networks may provide an opportunity to share with others, perceptions of an 
individual’s trustworthiness. As previously stated, Putnam et al (1993) identify two 
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forms of network – horizontal and vertical. Horizontal networks are considered to be 
the most effective in the construction of social capital. It should be noted that, Knack 
and Keefer’s (1997) work partly contradicts the research of Putnam et al (1993). 
Knack and Keefer’s (1997) research refutes the positive relationship between 
horizontal networks and trust identified by Putnam et al (1993). The two entities, 
according to Knack and Keefer (1997), are unrelated. To further the possible 
relationship between social capital and innovation, Rutten and Boekema (2007) 
support the view that horizontal networks may boost levels of innovative activity. 
They refer to the ‘Stimulus Cluster Scheme’ in the Netherlands. As described by 
Rutten and Boekema (2007) the ‘Stimulus Cluster Scheme’ was designed and 
implemented to encourage SMEs in the Eindhoven area to cooperate with each 
other to increase levels of innovative activity. Levels of innovative activity increased, 
with the most significant contributory factor being the increased level of cooperation 
between SMEs. The events in Eindhoven conclude Rutten and Boekema (2007) are 
evidence that horizontal networks can increase levels of innovative activity and 
consequently increase economic development.  
 
Beugelsdijk and van Shaik (2005a) discuss the network issue of whether weak or 
strong ties are most effective as an abutment to economic development. The 
debate, according to Beugelsdijk and van Shaik (2005a), has supporters on both 
sides of the argument. For instance, Coleman (1990) considers a strong (closed) 
network to offer the most effective means of stimulating cooperation. On the other 
hand, Burt (1992) supports the view that weak ties are more likely to improve 
economic development via greater access to information. Although recognising both 
points of view Beugelsdijk and van Shaik (2005a) state that open and closed 
networks both offer opportunities for embeddedness and, as a consequence 
increased access to information. Indeed, Rutten and Boekema (2007) believe social 
capital has a fundamental role to play in both innovation and economic 
development. They consider that, whatever levels of economic and technological 
skills a firm or region has, it will not fulfil its potential unless there is sufficient 
quantity and quality of network skills available. A lack of social capital may leave 
firms ‘isolated’ (Rutten and Boekema, 2007).  
 
 97 
In summary, Rutten and Boekema (2007) advise firms to ‘invest in relationships’. 
Others, such as Sweeney (2001), identify a variety of social capital factors which 
may improve the likelihood of a community developing economically and improve its 
capability to be innovative. For example, among Sweeney’s (2001) factors are the 
need for ‘social cohesion based on a shared value system’. In a similar vein, 
Sweeney (2001) supports the need for a culture where ‘mutual trust, reciprocity and 
commitment to collective welfare’ are recurrent themes. In essence, Sweeney 
(2001) is advocating an environment where social capital is fostered, believing 
social capital construction to have a positive relationship with innovation and 
economic development.  
 
Institutions referred to in Figure 3.2 are considered to be formal and informal rules 
for society. Ostrom and Ahn (2003) consider formal and informal rules of society to 
be a form of social capital. Rules may be formal, set out in legislation; informal rules 
may have their origin in formal rules and/or evolved from societal expectations of 
individual and group behaviour. Institutions may create an environment whereby 
trustworthiness is more or less likely to be present. For example, legally enforceable 
sanctions may be applied if an individual trustee reneges or defaults on a 
transaction with a trustor. Dasgupta (2000) supports this view. He writes at length 
about the importance of the application of punitive measures to a defaulting trustee. 
Kaasa (2009) provides an additional categorisation of institutional trust. According to 
Kaasa (2009) institutional trust is the trust an individual has in government, 
government agencies, the news media and banks. Similarly, Kaasa (2009) states 
‘the institutional trust of firms is based upon the institutional trust of individuals’. 
Further, trust in a nation’s legal system and intellectual property rights is expected to 
affect levels of innovative activity, This is primarily due to the increased levels of 
confidence individuals and firms have that R&D expenditure will result in a 
worthwhile financial return: in other words, reducing the opportunity for others to 
illegally copy your innovation. In support of this statement, Akcomak and ter Weel 
(2008) consider trust to have a positive effect on the volume of patent applications. 
On the other hand, Ostrom and Ahn (2003) stress the importance of institutions not 
stifling the opportunity for individuals to create an environment enabling voluntary 
cooperation and the solving of collective problems.   
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Social capital as identified in Figure 3.1 may be created, damaged, enhanced, or 
transformed. Further, social capital may be enhanced for some whilst being 
damaged for others. Such outcomes may result from changes in trustworthiness, 
networks and institutions. For instance, the 2008-2009 economic recession is likely 
to have created sets of social capital winners and losers, as such may be the result 
of stronger or weaker networks, gain or loss in trustworthiness and alterations in 
formal and informal rules.  
 
The aspects of the literature selected to represent the cooperation and collaboration 
literature above and to be applicable to the research questions are identified below in 
Table 3.7. 
 
Table 3.7 Summary of Cooperation and Collaboration Literature as Expressed in the 
Primary Data Collection 
 
 
Cooperation and Collaboration 
 
 
Expression of theory in primary 
data collection 
 
 
Author/Theorist 
I am more likely to share knowledge 
with individuals (external to my 
organisation) if I trust them 
Sweeney (2001) 
Relationships developed within my 
organisation usually provide access 
to extra resources  
Ahuja (2000) 
Cooperation is promoted Fukuyama (2003) 
Relationships developed outside my 
organisation usually provide access 
to extra resources 
Ahuja (2000) 
I am more likely to cooperate with 
someone if I trust them 
Sweeney (2001) 
I don’t collaborate with individuals 
outside my organisation unless I trust 
them 
Sweeney (2001) 
Our organisation often actively 
collaborates with other organisations 
Smith (2006); Miles and Green (2008) 
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3.13 Social Capital and Economic Development 
There have been several studies relating the scale and sophistication of social 
capital to facets of economic development. For instance, Akcomak and ter Weel 
(2008) studied the impact a region’s social capital has upon its innovation 
performance. Although Akcomak and ter Weel’s (2008) work has a focus on a 
regional analysis of social capital and innovation, it may be possible to apply their 
work to a programme/policy-based analysis. It may be the case that a locality or 
region is rich in bonding social capital but still suffers from poor economic 
performance. This may be due to a lack of bridging social capital (Woodhouse, 
2006). This may be the case in areas designated as meeting the criteria to 
participate in the Communities First project. Communities First areas may be 
comparatively rich in bonding social capital but have insufficient volume and quality 
of bridging social capital to develop economically.  
 
The conclusion drawn by Woodhouse (2006) reveals that government policies 
designed to improve economic development via supporting community groups may 
increase bonding social capital but not bridging social capital. It is anticipated that 
increases in bridging social capital would be far more efficient and effective in 
achieving economic development. Therefore, government attempts to improve 
economic development may need to focus upon policy designed to improve levels of 
bridging social capital (Woodhouse, 2006). It may be possible to question the extent 
to which the Technium, Innovation Network Partnership, and Communities First 
project are designed and implemented to foster bridging social capital (without 
damaging bonding social capital). What may be needed are policies designed to 
create efficient and effective collaboration and cooperation amongst actors in a 
community or development project. The research outputs of Woodhouse (2006) 
disclose a need to develop bridging social capital. The Ystradgynlais Communities 
First project may provide evidence of bonding and bridging social capital. Bonding 
social capital in respect of community involvement in initiating, selecting and 
designing community-based projects. At Ystradgynlais, a model of the village was 
constructed. Community members were encouraged to identify areas (with the aid 
of flags) which were in need of development. This activity enabled members of the 
local community to identify and prioritise community needs. Following on from the 
selection process the community identified the external resources required. To 
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enable project development via external resources it is expected that increased 
levels of bridging social capital are required. The Communities First project may be 
a source of leverage to gain access to the prerequisite skills and resources. 
Nevertheless, as stated by Woodhouse (2006), social capital should not be 
considered to be a panacea for economic development needs.  
 
Akcomak and ter Weel (2008:6) refer to social capital as performing an important 
function in reducing ‘information frictions in investment decisions, which makes the 
financing of risky projects more transparent’. The notion of ‘information frictions in 
investment decisions’ is likely to be a factor affecting investment decisions in all 
three continuum case studies. The varying level of social capital exhibited, for 
example in the form of trust, may impact on investment decisions. It may be stated 
that trust that may or may not exist in the three continuum projects is likely to 
influence their performance. For example, work undertaken by Knack and Keefer 
(1997) highlights the importance of trust to innovative activity and returns to human 
capital investment. Hence, the level of trust between a centre manager and his/her 
clients is likely to affect the performance of a Technium centre, The trust which may 
or may not be built between members of the Innovation Network Partnership may 
impact on the likelihood of innovation outcomes being achieved as a result of 
Innovation Network Partnership membership. In other words, do relationships 
established in the Network meetings result in increased levels of trust? Further, if 
there is a resultant increase in levels of trust, does this result in a greater 
uptake/participation in projects facilitated by Innovation Network Partnership 
members? Ultimately, is there an increased likelihood that innovation will take 
place? With regard to the Communities First project, trust may also be considered to 
be relevant to the relationship between project managers and their clients. Akcomak 
and ter Weel (2008) highlight the positive impact trust may have upon the 
effectiveness of regional policy implementation. Trust is considered by Akcomak 
and ter Weel (2008) to be fundamental to the measurement of social capital. 
Akcomak and ter Weel (2008) continue stressing the importance of trust as an 
abutment to government efforts to increase levels of innovative activity.  
 
To progress the thought of social capital as an enabler of investment decisions, 
finance has a key role in project implementation and outcomes. For instance, the 
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financial implication of Technium clients being financially solvent is expected to 
impact on the level of success achieved by the Technium project. Similarly, financial 
support for Innovation Network Partnership members’ clients may be influenced by 
trust; trust between member and client or in one Innovation Network Partnership 
member having sufficient trust to refer his/her clients to another member. Thus the 
level of trust makes it more or less likely that a member will commit financial 
resources in support of a client to facilitate engaging with another member’s 
activities/projects. Such trust-related activities are likely to impact upon Innovation 
Network Partnership performance. Finally, the Communities First project relies upon 
the efficient and effective allocation of funds to support its activities, with the level of 
trust present being a factor influencing the fund allocation decision.  
 
As stated by Akcomak and ter Weel (2008), it may be possible to identify two means 
of increasing levels of innovation. Firstly, increase levels of educational attainment, 
secondly to establish and/or promote institutions with which to support innovative 
activity. A question may be asked as to whether or not the three continuum project 
case studies are designed and implemented in a manner which is conducive to 
promoting innovative activity. It may be stated that both design and implementation 
success are likely to be at least partly reliant upon the extent to which the continuum 
projects are able to build social capital. Akcomak and ter Weel (2008) are likely to 
be supporters of such a conclusion. They refer to a form of multiplier effect resulting 
from suitable education and social capital inputs.  
 
It is important to note, as stated by Akcomak and ter Weel (2008) that social capital 
originates as a result of individual-to-individual social interaction. Taking this 
observation further, social capital may be said to be facilitated by ‘spontaneous co-
operation’ (Putnam et al, 1993). This phenomenon has been observed as an 
outcome of the Innovation Network Partnership meetings. The ‘roundtable’ 
discussion is a key feature of the meetings. The ‘roundtable’ discussion is an 
opportunity for members to update others on recent/current/future developments at 
their home organisation. Spontaneous cooperation has been witnessed on many 
occasions. Innovation Network Partnership members are often seen eagerly 
seeking further details relating to availability, location and cost of involvement in 
other members’ initiatives. In the majority of cases, members seek clarification to 
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increase the likelihood their clients will participate in, and benefit from, the initiative. 
The contribution of the level of trust existing between members of the Partnership to 
spontaneous cooperation is debatable. Therefore, it may be stated that, given the 
origins of social capital and the human and geographical scale of the three case 
studies, it may be possible to contend that it may be more efficient and effective to 
conduct a study of innovation programmes as opposed to macro level policies. 
There may however, be negative connotations from such a comparatively small 
study. For instance, it may become more difficult to disaggregate broader 
environmental factors to elicit their impact upon the three case studies.  
 
Further, Akcomak and ter Weel (2008) consider education to be positively related to 
social capital citing the ‘denser networks’ created by higher levels of education 
which act as fertile ground for social capital to grow. Akcomak and ter Weel (2008) 
provide evidence of positive relationships between levels of education, social 
capital, and the successful implementation of government support programmes. 
There may also be negative economic outcomes resulting from social capital 
(Ostrom and Ahn, 2003). Further, Dasgupta (2000) expresses a note of caution 
when he refers to social capital as yielding positive or negative productivity. 
Woolcock and Narayan (2000) concur with this view, recognising that social capital 
may have positive and/or negative outcomes. For instance, family business 
dynasties and gangs may form social capital but may increase levels of corruption 
(Akcomak and ter Weel, 2008). Fountain (1998) also identifies social capital as 
having possible negative outcomes such as the promotion of illegal activities.  
 
The value of trust is apparent when Dasgupta (2009:1) emphatically states that the 
‘deep requirement for economic progress is the development of trust among 
people’. Trust can be said to be a prerequisite for the economic and social fitness of 
a country (Knack and Keefer, 1997). Indeed, they continue stressing the importance 
of trust to successful aggregate performance. Ultimately, Dasgupta (2009) believes 
that the trust created by social capital should lead to an increase in a country’s 
economic wealth. At an operational level Fukuyama (2003) is of the opinion that 
trust may reduce economic transaction costs; primarily, the costs incurred during the 
process and outcome of trading/exchanging commodities and/or services. Similarly, 
Akcomak and ter Weel (2008) highlight the positive impact trust may have upon the 
 103 
effectiveness of regional policy implementation. Trust is considered by Akcomak 
and ter Weel (2008) to be fundamental to the measurement of social capital and 
they stress the importance of trust as an abutment to governmental efforts to 
increase levels of innovative activity. 
 
Purdue (2001), in his study of community leaders in regeneration projects, 
discovered several performance limiting factors. For instance, Purdue identified that 
due to resource limitations community leaders struggled to build communal social 
capital. This issue may be traced back to problems of connecting with and gaining 
the trust of, community stakeholders. Further, community leaders seemed unable to 
accumulate external collaborative social capital (Purdue, 2001). Purdue’s use of the 
terms communal and collaborative social capital may be said to be similar to, if not 
identical to, the terms bonding and bridging social capital discussed. It should be 
noted that social capital may also be referred to as a resource accumulation 
outcome of an organisations inter-organisation relationships (Molina-Morales and 
Martinez-Fernandez, 2007). The problems may occur because of a lack of trust 
between public sector bodies and a community (Purdue, 2001). This issue may be 
exacerbated by the expectation that those involved in the community should trust 
the public sector sponsors. Purdue (2001) continues by indicating that community 
efforts to maintain levels of trust may act as a distraction from the project raison 
d’etre. However, Molina-Morales and Martinez- Fernandez (2007) argue that trust is 
likely to be an influence promoting innovation. Knack and Keefer (1997) concur, in 
their opinion the incentive to innovate is more likely to be present in higher-level 
trust societies.  
 
In comparison to the work of Ostrom and Ahn (2003), Woolcock and Narayan’s 
(2000) definition of social capital is less explicit in its reference to trustworthiness 
and reciprocity. However, Woolcock and Narayan (2000) view trustworthiness and 
reciprocity as being developed iteratively. They identify four different perspectives 
for social capital and economic development. The four perspectives are summarised 
in Table 3.8. 
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Table 3.8   Categorisation of Social Capital and Economic Development 
 
Category  Action Policy 
Perspective 
The 
Communication 
View 
(Local 
associations) 
Social capital is 
considered to be 
synonymous with local 
clubs, societies, and 
associations. Supporters 
of this view contend that 
the greater the volume of 
local clubs, societies and 
associations, the better. 
Also, it is believed that 
social capital outcomes 
are always positive. 
Community 
groups, 
voluntary 
organisations. 
Small is beautiful  
 
Recognise social 
assets of the 
poor. 
The Network 
View 
(Bonding and 
bridging 
community ties) 
This view recognises that 
there are horizontal and 
vertical networks. The 
network view also has an 
awareness and 
understanding of the 
positive and negative 
outcomes of social 
capital-based activity. 
There is a realisation that 
a network may have 
positive outcomes from a 
proportion of its members 
but negative outcomes 
for others. 
Entrepreneurs, 
business 
groups, 
information 
brokers. 
Decentralise, 
create enterprise 
zones, bridge 
social divides. 
The 
Institutional 
View 
(Political and 
legal institutions) 
This view contends that 
the quality and quantity of 
local groups and 
associations is 
dependent upon the 
appropriateness, content, 
and enforcement 
capability of a country or 
region’s governance and 
legislature. The view 
differs from the 
communication and 
network view because it 
is considered to be 
dependent upon 
appropriate government. 
The previous two 
perspectives for social 
capital are thought to be 
Private and 
public sectors 
Grant civil and 
political liberties, 
institute 
transparency 
and 
accountability 
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independent. An 
interesting parallel here 
may be the concept of 
institutional thickness – 
the volume on quality of 
available institutional 
support. It is likely that 
institutional thickness is 
likely to be beneficial to 
achieving increases in 
positive social capital 
outcomes. 
The Synergy 
View 
(Community 
networks and 
state-society 
relations) 
The view consists of an 
integration of network 
and institutional views. 
The conditions 
prerequisite for 
developmental synergies 
according to Woolcock 
and Narayan (2000) are 
‘dynamic professional 
alliances’. The alliances 
are both inter- and intra- 
government and other 
society based 
groupings/associations  
Community 
groups, civil 
society, firms, 
states. 
Co-production , 
complementarity, 
participation 
linkages. 
Enhance 
capacity and 
scale of local 
organisations. 
 
 
Source: Woolcock and Narayan (2000) 
 
Kaasa (2009) appears to be a supporter of the synergy view expressed in Table 3.8. 
She considers networks as enabling the sharing of complementary ideas. Kaasa 
(2009) also states that a vital ingredient of an efficient and effective network is trust. 
Developing the synergy view further, it becomes apparent that successful 
development relies upon partnership and the identification of complementary 
activities. Partnership and complementary activities are to be formed and developed 
across sector boundaries (Woolcock and Narayan, 2000). The sectors are likely to 
include public, private, and voluntary sectors. Woolcock and Narayan (2000) explore 
the conditions prerequisite for the synergy view by referring to the work of Evans 
(1996). In particular, they identify two facets of Evans’ work, namely 
complementarity and embeddedness.  
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The notion of complementarity may be said to be similar in ethos to Putman et al’s 
(1993) definition of generalised reciprocity in that complementarity, according to 
Woolcock and Narayan (2000), has a need for a mutually supportive system 
involving government and private sector. The concept of embeddedness as 
described by Woolcock and Narayan (2000) is the volume and quality of the 
relationship between government officers and individuals and groups within the 
community.  
 
It may be possible to draw parallels between embeddedness and Putnam et al’s 
(1993) concept of networks of civil engagement and sustainable virtuous circles. 
Such parallels seemingly emphasise the nature of relationships that once 
established are reliant upon mutual expectation and benefit for their continued 
positive contribution to development. Woolcock and Narayan (2000) consider the 
synergy view to be reliant upon appropriate general environment conditions being 
present. There may be a need, state Woolcock and Narayan (2000:226), for 
‘performance orientated environments that are competent, coherent and credible’.  
 
However, it may be the case that the general environment found in the 
aforementioned parts of the world is moving (albeit slowly in some cases) closer 
toward a suitable environmental condition. Woolcock and Narayan (2000) clearly 
state that they consider government intervention to be a most influential force when 
attempting to create and sustain the prerequisites for development. The evidence 
they use to support this statement is that government provides public goods, has 
responsibility for the rule of law, and is able to act as a sustainable catalyst to 
horizontal and vertical networks. Crucial supporting roles are played by local 
communities and firms (Woolcock and Narayan, 2000). 
 
In summary, Woolcock and Narayan (2000) recommend the adoption and 
application of the synergy view by researchers and policy makers. The adoption and 
application process they recommend is in three stages. Firstly, researchers and 
policy makers need to identify the form and volume of a community’s formal 
institutions, social relationships/groups/associations, and the quantity and quality of 
interactions that exist between them; penultimately, to evaluate the outcomes from 
stage one and develop means by which the volume and quality of bridging social 
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capital may be enhanced; finally, to ascertain whether or not a state of 
complementarity of government, private and third sectors working together exists in 
a mutually supporting system.  
 
It is recognised that to isolate the impact of social capital upon economic 
development is a difficult task to achieve (Woodhouse, 2006). Nevertheless there 
are studies undertaken, the results of which reveal social capital to be a factor which 
is likely to influence economic development (Woodhouse, 2006). The findings of 
Beugelsdijk and van Shaik (2005a) support this view. Their research reveals a 
positive relationship between social capital and economic performance across 54 
regions in Western Europe. The broader issue of economic development may be 
enhanced via social capital. For example, increased levels of social capital may 
improve the performance of the public sector (Woodhouse, 2006). This is enabled 
by groups, teams and networks being populated by members of the private, public 
and voluntary sectors. Such groups may create a mutually shared willingness and 
desire to work toward mutually identified outcomes. This may also benefit 
innovation, making it more likely that innovation will occur where free exchange of 
ideas, information and knowledge take place. Beugelsdijk and van Schaik, (2005a) 
hold the opinion that trust is a factor affecting the exchange of information.  
 
3.14 Measuring Social Capital 
Social capital may be said to lack the physical presence of more traditional forms of 
capital. Unlike physical forms of capital, social capital is highly unlikely to be bought 
or sold. The intangibility of social capital has created an aura of vagueness which 
may in turn cause scholars to question its validity. Coleman (1988), Landry et al 
(2002), and Woodhouse (2006) highlight the intangible nature of social capital. 
Dasgupta (2000) also refers to the comparable intangible qualities of social capital. 
Indeed, of the three forms of capital: physical, human, and social, it is social capital 
which is considered to be the least tangible (Coleman, 1988). There has been and is 
currently much debate on the subject of social capital measurement. Physical and 
human forms of capital can be valued and measured. The social capital of an 
organisation that may be expressed in the form of goodwill can be given a value by 
an accountant. Indeed, there seem to be a multitude of ways of measuring social 
capital.  
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The possible forms of measurement vary from trust measurements to 
measurements of social mobility. One of the most frequently used methods to 
measure social capital are surveys to measure levels of trust. Typically, trust and 
trustworthiness are measured by large-scale surveys such as the General Social 
Survey and the Eurobarometer. Bjornskov (2006:24) supports the use of the 
question ‘in general do you think that most people can be trusted, or can’t you be 
too careful’ considering it to be a ‘valid measure’ of trust. Indeed, Woodhouse 
(2006) believes that social capital can only be measured by society-based evidence. 
Such evidence includes aspects of society with which social capital accumulation is 
associated (Woodhouse, 2006). Landry et al (2002) believe social capital may not 
be measured via a single constituent element of social capital.  
 
The facets of social capital which may be measured include: trustworthiness; trust; 
generalised reciprocity; membership of formal and informal networks (Putnam et al, 
1993; Woodhouse, 2006). These features may be considered to be the ‘building 
blocks’ of social capital (Woodhouse, 2006). As a consequence, they may be 
employed as proxies for the measurement of social capital (Woodhouse, 2006). 
There are critics of large-scale social capital surveys. The surveys have been 
criticised for not being a good predictor of cooperative behaviour. Other measures of 
social capital include the usage by Putnam et al (1993) of the number of 
associations present in a country over a particular period of time, The use of such a 
measure may reveal comparatively little about the relative social capital-based 
effectiveness of the association. Questions have been asked of Putnam et al’s 
research into membership of clubs and associations as an indicator of social capital. 
Beugelsdijk and van Shaik (2005a) hold the opinion that mere membership data 
does not reveal the full extent of individual involvement in clubs and associations. 
Therefore, membership of clubs and associations may not be considered to be a 
valid measurement of social capital (Beugelsdijk and van Shaik, 2005a). Further, it 
may be expected that associations may be increasingly less formal and more 
difficult to measure. The greater preponderance of social networking websites such 
as Linkedin may make it even more difficult to accurately measure the associations 
in a particular country. Dasgupta (2000) concurs that there are difficulties in 
measuring trust and trustworthiness. However, he states that because of the value 
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associated with trust and trustworthiness, it is still a worthwhile exercise to explore 
the means of undertaking measurement. It should, however, be recognised that 
social capital is a comparatively difficult entity to measure (Ostrom and Ahn, 2003; 
and Beugelsdijk and van Schaik, 2005b).  
 
Indeed, Dasgupta (2000) considers the measurement of social capital to be 
‘fiendishly difficult’. Dasgupta (2000) validates this statement by stating that there is 
not a lack of data available but, in his opinion, scholars of social capital are not sure 
exactly what to measure. Beugelsdijk and van Shaik (2005a) consider that a reliable 
tool by which to measure social capital is not available. A possible reason for this, 
according to Beugelsdijk and van Shaik (2005a), is the multidimensional features of 
social capital. Kaasa (2009) supports the view that any measurement/exploration of 
the impact of social capital upon levels of innovation should be undertaken primarily 
with the constituent elements of social capital. In other words, elements of social 
capital such as formal and informal networks, norms, and different trust-based 
indicators may be applied to enable the collection of richer data. 
 
It is important, states Kaasa (2009), to be aware of the subjective nature of an 
individual’s response to questions exploring norms. This is the case because 
individuals may be reluctant to concede their behaviour does not comply with firm- 
based or societal norms (Knack and Keefer, 1997). One of the advantageous 
outcomes of social capital is the debate and terminology employed in its 
investigation, analysis and application. In other words, social capital-based 
discussions and phraseology can create a common language between various 
stakeholders. As a consequence, the development may be more likely to succeed.  
 
The majority of studies exploring linkages between social capital and innovation 
tend to focus upon macro-level data (Bjornskov, 2006; Akcomak and ter Weel, 
2008; Kaasa, 2009). Other studies concentrate research effort at the community 
(Woodhouse, 2006) or firm level (Landry et al, 2002). Beugelsdijk and van Shaik 
(2005a) express a note of caution that, when applying the concept of social capital, 
it is important to have a clear understanding of the level at which the research is 
being undertaken. Problems may occur if a macro-level analysis is undertaken in a 
micro context (and vice versa).  
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However, comparatively few studies have explored the impact social capital has 
upon the innovation outcomes of public-financed innovation programmes. This study 
is designed to explore the impact social capital may have upon commercial, hidden 
and social innovation as produced within the Technium, Innovation Network 
Partnership, and Communities First projects. It is important, states Kaasa (2009), 
that research investigating the impact of social capital upon innovative activity 
should make use of the constituent elements of social capital. The rationale for such 
a statement is that although holistically social capital may have a positive 
relationship with innovation, there may be elements of social capital that have a 
negative relationship (Kaasa, 2009). Therefore, to inform policy making it is likely to 
be of benefit if the impact of each measurable constituent element of social capital is 
employed in data collection. Kaasa (2009) believes that disaggregated social capital 
research will produce policymaker-friendly outcomes. The research outcomes 
enable policy makers to target resource allocation at aspects of social capital which 
may have the most significant impact upon innovative activity. Although Kaasa 
(2009) states that social capital is multidimensional, she only employs one facet of 
innovation, namely patent applications. Other forms of innovation, such as hidden 
and social innovation, are omitted. This may be considered to be a weakness in her 
analysis of social capital and innovation. However, Kaasa (2009) recognises there 
are other forms of innovation data, such as product and process innovation. 
 
Knack and Keefer (1997:1257) refer to the World Values Survey statistic that trust is 
measured by responses to the question: ‘generally speaking would you say that 
most people can be trusted, or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?’ 
The trust indicator adopted by Knack and Keefer (1997) is the percentage of 
respondents replying ‘most people can be trusted’ (it should be noted that the 
percentage data does not include ‘don’t know’ responses). It has been stated that 
there is a degree of ambiguity in the question, namely, that the word people is open 
to interpretation; people in a family, social, or work setting, or any combination 
thereof (Knack and Keefer, 1997). According to research undertaken by Bjornskov 
(2006), the UK has a comparatively low score for trust (29.75) compared to Italy 
(32.63), Germany (West) (34.77), Australia (39.92), New Zealand (49.05), Finland 
(58.00), Norway (65.30), Sweden (66.31), and Denmark (66.35). Bjornskov (2005) 
establishes a positive relationship between generalised trust and economic 
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performance. As a possible consequence, UK policy makers may need to initiate 
and/or bolster existing provision for the fostering of trust between different 
individuals and organisations. It would also appear that other countries such as 
Germany and Finland have an impressive record for innovation. It may be the case 
that generalised trust has a positive relationship with innovative activity. The aspects 
of the literature selected to represent the social capital concept and to be applicable 
to the research questions are summarised in Figure 3.3. 
 
Figure 3.3 A Summary of Social Capital Literature to be employed in Primary 
Data Collection 
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3.15 Regional Innovation Policy/Programme Analysis and Evaluation  
   
The role of evaluation as a mechanism to assess the impact of regional policy and 
latterly regional innovation policy continues as a much-debated issue amongst policy 
stakeholders. A chronological exploration of regional policy evaluation will serve to 
plot the contribution debate has made to the evolution of policy evaluation.  
 
During the 1970s and 1980s, regional policy evaluation relied heavily upon a 
positivist approach. Namely, econometric techniques with a quantitative bias were 
frequently applied to attempt regional policy evaluation. For instance, techniques 
such as shift-share analysis were used to assess the impact of regional initiatives 
upon employment growth (within a given industrial structure) (Armstrong and Taylor, 
1982; Balchin and Bull, 1987; Damesick and Wood, 1987). However, such evaluation 
methods were often criticised for being overly simplistic (Armstrong and Taylor, 1982; 
Nicol, 1982). The limitations of shift-share analysis and regression series analysis 
(Armstrong and Taylor, 1982) are fundamentally those of difficulty in isolating the 
impact of regional policy upon economic performance indicators. More 
comprehensive evaluation approaches such as cost-benefit analysis were also 
employed (Balchin and Bull, 1987). Again, there are critics of cost-benefit analysis, 
highlighting the problems associated with the translation of certain costs and benefits 
to a monetary value. Further limitations include controversy over the use of an 
appropriate social discount rate (Armstrong and Taylor, 1982).  
 
Other comprehensive methods used included a survey-based approach examining 
businesses which had received regional policy assistance (Diez and Esteban, 2000). 
The 1990s saw more widespread usage of cost-benefit analysis as a tool for 
evaluation. The critics remain, citing the valuation of intangible benefits as the 
foremost problematic issue (Diez and Esteban, 2000). The evolution of policy 
evaluation has since tended to reject ‘value for money studies… in favour of more 
qualitative evaluations’ (Diez and Esteban, 2000). Indeed, current accounting models 
appear to be unlikely to accurately measure the extent of innovative activity. Sanchez 
(2000) refers to the ‘dematerialisation of production’; namely, production may be 
more reliant upon the invisibles of thought and knowledge management. As a 
consequence the means of measuring such activity may require an ethnographic 
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approach. The latest techniques may be referred to as fourth generation evaluation, 
including, participatory and learning evaluation (Diez and Esteban, 2000).  
 
The apparent reliance upon quantitative/visible data for evaluation fuels the research 
methodological debate, in that, for ease of measurement, evaluation is undertaken of 
the tangible outcomes. OECD (2010a) focuses upon science and technology 
outcomes as a means of measuring innovative activity. For instance, gross 
expenditure on R&D as a percentage of GDP, triadic patents per million population, 
scientific articles per million population, and the percentage of firms with new-to-
market product innovations are all measures employed as indicators of innovative 
activity (OECD, 2010a). Similarly, the Innovation Union Scoreboard 2010 typically 
uses tangible indicators to measure innovation performance (European Commission, 
2010b). It should be stated that the Innovation Union Scoreboard 2010 also 
recognises a need to include less tangible indicators such as entrepreneurship and 
collaboration as indicators of innovation (European Commission, 2010b).  Some are, 
however, more tangible than others, for example, the level of research and 
development undertaken in an organisation, region, or nation may be employed as a 
measure of innovative activity. However, Steil et al (2002) consider the use of 
government investment in research and development as a measure of innovative 
activity to be defective. They consider public research and development funding to 
exaggerate the impact of innovation. This may be because government research and 
development data includes large development projects as opposed to pure research. 
Steil et al (2002) continue by indicating research activity may have been adversely 
affected by privatisation. For example, the privatised utilities may be spending less 
on research than their public sector predecessors. 
 
There are a multitude of factors affecting the evaluation of regional innovation policy. 
The most fundamental of these factors is the measurability of the policy, namely, how 
may the often-intangible policy objectives be evaluated? For example, policy 
objectives may identify the need to become a learning region (Morgan, 1995). It may 
be questionable as to how such an ‘intangible objective’ may be evaluated (Diez and 
Esteban, 2000). Further, the multifarious features of innovation are likely to contribute 
to the evaluator’s ‘nightmare’ of pinpointing regional innovation policy outcomes. 
Morgan (1997) encapsulates the complexity of evaluating regional innovation policy 
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in his consideration of innovation as being ‘a process of socially interactive learning’. 
The problematic issue here is likely to be how to capture instances of ‘socially 
interactive learning’ - to facilitate evaluation. It is highly unlikely that evaluation 
methods founded on positivist principles may offer a justifiable means to capture 
such interaction. This issue has been summarised by Diez and Esteban (2000:14) as 
‘it is not possible to identify a linear cause-effect model of relation between inputs 
and activities on the one hand and the results and effects of regional policies on the 
other as needed and demanded by traditional evaluation models, whether they be 
experimental designs or econometric models’.  
 
To evaluate regional innovation policy, it may be that recognition ought to be afforded 
to the actual and potential difficulties of identifying cause and effect relationships. 
This stance is further supported when criticism of the linear model of innovation is 
taken into account. It may be possible to isolate the impact of innovation policy upon 
a particular facet of innovative activity. As such, policy may be difficult to evaluate 
given the fluidity of actual and potential synergistic outcomes of relationships (Diez 
and Esteban, 2000). It should be noted that relationships developed by programmes 
may be both vertical and horizontal. For example, the Innovation Network 
Partnership has developed horizontal relationships with a host of Welsh business 
support agencies and vertical relationships with its members. 
 
Arguably, regional innovation policy formation necessitates a democratisation of 
policy making (Diez and Esteban, 2000). An evaluation of regional innovation policy 
may explore not only policy implementation and outcome but also policy formation. 
Since it could be stated that if the process of policy design is flawed, it is less likely 
that policy implementation and outcomes will be successful. Indeed, Diez and 
Esteban suggest an evaluation of the policy making process is likely to (if feedback is 
initiated) create learning opportunities for policy makers. Therefore it may be 
possible, if the evaluation is considered holistic in its coverage, to (at least partially) 
contribute to the creation of a regional learning community. For instance, policy 
makers become learners possibly remoulding policy resultant of evaluation. Diez and 
Esteban consider evaluation to have the potential to be used as a policy tool, namely, 
as a form of ‘social innovation’ with policies being devised in a ‘pluralist society’ (Diez 
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and Esteban, 2000). Further, Sanchez (2000) considers policy learning to be a 
‘natural ingredient in the innovation system’. 
 
Appropriate and accurate evaluation of regional innovation policy is typically a 
complex undertaking. It may be stated that the multifaceted feature of evaluation has 
at its heart the ‘overdetermination of salient phenomena’ (European Commission, 
2006). Overdetermination is a reference to the multifarious typology of the social, 
political and economic environment in which policy is implemented.  Clearly the issue 
here is to attempt to isolate the impact policy may have, is having, or has had, upon 
the target population/region. The seemingly constant ‘meteor shower’- like 
bombardment upon the target population/region by business and social activities, 
makes unravelling innovation policy impact extremely difficult. Therefore, isolation of 
policy impact is considered to be problematic. To address the ‘fogginess’ of the policy 
environment, the European Union has suggested that a range of complementary 
evaluation tools be employed. The evaluation of innovation policy and programmes 
has a number of desirable outcomes; including, consideration of financial investment 
appraisal, improvement in the understanding of the relationships between policies 
and innovation processes, ascertain factors contributing to policy success or failure 
(European Commission, 2006). Certain facets of innovation policy may be 
considered easier to evaluate than others. For instance, R&D policy may be easier to 
evaluate given its comparatively small number of policy initiatives. Further, R&D 
policy outcomes are arguably easier to identify – scientific journal articles and 
patents. However, innovation policy per se has a far greater number of inputs and 
outcomes. As a result, the evaluation environment will be a myriad of inputs, 
interactions and outcomes intertwined and difficult to isolate. 
 
The evaluation process is likely to require a culture of collaboration to be fostered. 
Thus, facilitating the capture of policy stakeholder generated data (Diez and Esteban, 
2000). Indeed, such collaboration between regional players may well enhance 
innovative activity. The European Commission (2006) recognises that evaluation 
should be viewed as an integral in policy design and implementation and not ‘bolted 
on’ when the programme has been completed. However, Diez and Esteban (2000) 
propose the use of evaluation as a means of promoting innovation within a region. It 
may be possible to envisage evaluation at the core of innovation policy as opposed 
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to the former understanding of evaluation as being ex of policy. Sanchez (2000) also 
identifies the need for a clear exposition of the evaluation process to be incorporated 
into innovation policy at the design stage. The notion of a learning region may be 
more likely to be realised with a pervasive application of participatory evaluation. 
Further, participatory evaluation may be seen as omnipresent agent for a region’s 
lifelong learning. Such participation coupled with the nurturing of a culture of 
evaluation of innovation programmes, may be expected to increase the likelihood of 
boosting innovative activity. 
 
Other forms of evaluation include goal-free evaluation (Patton, 1990). Goal-free 
evaluation as its names suggests involves evaluation on project/programme/activity 
without reference to the project/programme/activity goals. This approach may be 
appropriate to implement in the innovation continuum project. Innovation, in particular 
social innovation may be considered to be a comparatively complex subject for 
evaluation. Further, programmes such as the Communities First project do not 
explicitly articulate innovation as an aim, objective or goal. Thus, in this context goal-
free evaluation may be considered an appropriate approach. 
 
Given the potentially elusive nature of innovation it is often considered problematic to 
capture instances of innovation. This may be particularly true of social innovation. 
Such innovation may take place on an ad hoc basis. This may be especially true 
during the early stages of social innovation. Further, much social innovation happens 
at the interface between the service provider and client (Young Foundation/NESTA, 
2007). Such interface occurrences are highly likely to be difficult to capture for 
evaluation purposes. Nevertheless, social innovation is considered to be a 
phenomenon worthy of measurement (OECD, 2010b) 
 
OECD (2010b) recognises the need to analyse innovative activity in the public sector.    
When analysing public policy it is necessary to be mindful of the nuances of the 
public sector such as its value set and means of encouraging the adoption of its 
value set. Palfrey et al (1992) state that in their opinion the public policy design 
process is typically undertaken rationally. Further, Palfrey et al consider policy 
evaluation as a means of improving the rationality of policy making. It is worth noting 
that policy evaluators are merely one of the contributors to policy making (Rossi and 
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Freeman, 1989). Palfrey et al (1992) contend that policy evaluation should not merely 
compare inputs and outcomes. Instead, Palfrey et al propose that policy evaluation 
approaches should be ‘referential rather than exclusively instrumental’ in that the 
evaluation process is inclusive of reference to the principle in which policy is 
embedded. Indeed, it may be stated that Palfrey et al are advocates of ‘pluralistic 
evaluation’. Pluralistic evaluation they state is not an evaluation panacea.  
 
However, given the nature of its inclusive methodological and method approach, 
pluralistic evaluation will yield results which may be described as a holistic 
representation of policy/programme outcomes. Such an approach may be considered 
appropriate as a means of evaluating and/or analysing the Technium, Innovation 
Network Partnership and Communities First projects. This may be so, given the 
inclusive nature of pluralistic evaluation is likely to mirror the multitude of outcomes, 
values and stakeholders enmeshed with the Technium, Innovation Network 
Partnership, and Communities First projects. However, evaluation theorists such as 
Rossi and Freeman (1989) seem to favour a more focused approach to evaluation. 
Debatably, Rossi and Freeman consider the broad goals of projects such as 
Communities First to lack the prerequisite characteristics for evaluation. Instead, 
Rossi and Freeman favour an evaluation process with an objective-based cynosure.  
 
To evaluate policy initiatives Palfrey et al (1992) suggest the use of ‘value-laden’ 
criteria. The application of such criteria is more likely to enable a more representative 
evaluation of the Communities First project. If values are to be a legitimate element 
of policy/programme evaluation it is worth noting that different policy stakeholders 
may have different value systems in that, policy makers, policy recipients and policy 
evaluators may not hold the same value system (Palfrey et al, 1992). 
 
In summary, it can be stated that ‘evaluation needs to follow the same adaptive 
learning approach as innovation policy itself’ (Georghiou, 1998). Further, to continue 
the theme of learning in policy design, the work of Palfrey et al (1992) may be 
considered. The following statement may be said to encapsulate the notion of a 
holistic, learning approach to the evaluation of public policy: ‘only fully-fledged 
evaluation which incorporates a variety of criteria, perspectives and methodological 
approaches and techniques can hope to produce data that will adequately serve the 
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purpose of policy making in the public sector’ (Palfrey et al, 1992:40). It is 
increasingly recognised that innovation policy measurement requires a holistic 
approach to more fully reflect innovative activity in all its forms (OECD, 2010b). 
Finally, it should be noted that there is no one most efficient and effective means of 
evaluating public policy (Palfrey et al, 1992). 
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4.0     Chapter Four - Research Methodology 
 
4.1     Research Methodology 
When conducting research into an organisation’s innovative activities it is worth 
noting that organisations may not consider innovation to be a distinct activity. 
Instead, organisations may see a need/opportunity to change or develop themselves, 
become more competitive or fit for purpose. Therefore, to quiz an organisation 
directly about its innovation record is an unlikely avenue to pursue. A more efficient 
and effective means to ascertain an organisation’s level of innovative activity is to 
disaggregate and measure typical factors which may be a prerequisite for innovation 
such as R&D, education and training, organisational change, involvement in intra- 
and inter-organisational networks, open/democratic management techniques. To 
analyse innovation policy/programmes it is necessary to identify, explore and 
implement a suitable research philosophy. The construction of an appropriate 
research philosophy may be undertaken via the following staged process.  
 
Typically, when undertaking research, it may be stated there are two poles of thought 
– one positivist and one phenomenological. Primarily, positivism assumes an 
objective explanation of the real world can be provided (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005). 
Similarly, positivism may be described as assuming ‘an objective world, which 
scientific methods can more or less readily represent and measure, and it seeks to 
predict and explain causal relationships among key variables’ Gephart (1999). 
Welman and Kruger (2001) also identify causality as a fundamental tenet of 
positivism. Further, it may be stated at the heart of positivism is the notion that 
‘science makes knowledge, practice uses it’ (Darlington and Scott, 2002). Travers 
(2001), Reichardt and Cook (2006), and Saunders et al (2007) are amongst those 
who associate objectivity and science as key positivist themes. If a positivist research 
paradigm is employed, then research data tends to be quantitative in nature. 
However, positivism has its critics. For example, Gephart (1999) talks of positivism 
‘stripping meaning’ from analysis and evaluation of phenomena. Gephart continues 
referring to exclusion of meaning and interpretation as an outcome of quantitative 
research. A further critique of the positivist paradigm refers to the likelihood that a 
researcher being able to exclude his/her interests and values from the research. A 
researcher’s interest and values, may, if exposed to the research, contaminate the 
research outcomes. Also, the research object may not be able to be accurately 
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measured and it is possible that its very being and actions are considered to be 
subjective. Therefore, the concept of objectivity may vary from research project to 
research project and research object to research object. A positivist may retort to 
such criticism by questioning the capability of qualitative researchers to ‘verify their 
truth statements’ (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005). Indeed, there are those such as the 
poststructuralists who believe the absolute truth does not exist (Travers, 2001). 
Denzin and Lincoln (2005) also view positivists as perceiving qualitative researchers 
as writing ‘fiction not science’. If, single reality ontology such as positivism is adopted 
to research SME activity, Hill and McGowan (1999a) question the richness of the 
research outcomes. In a similar vein, post-positivism emphasises the flaws in 
research methodologies questioning the validity of attempts to produce objective 
statements of real world research projects (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005). 
 
Phenomenological or qualitative researchers ‘stress the socially constructed nature 
of reality’ (Flick, 2002). Denzin and Lincoln (2008) fragment qualitative research into 
some of its components. They consider qualitative research to include ‘verisimilitude, 
emotionality, personal responsibility, an ethic of caring, political praxis multivoiced 
texts, and dialogues with subjects’. This observation may be considered to be 
recognition of the subjective understanding of phenomena by researchers. Typically, 
a phenomenonological or interpretivist paradigm results in the output of qualitative 
data. Qualitative research methods are better suited to a view of reality which is 
subjective in nature. In support of this statement Reichardt and Cook (2006) connect 
qualitative research and subjectivity. This lack of objectivity in one’s view of reality is 
aligned with a constructionist stance (Waysman and Savaya, 1997). Critics of 
phenomenological research projects argue that such studies lack representativeness 
due to the contextual nature of data collection, especially if interviews are the primary 
means of data collection (Miller and Glassner, 2004). Another criticism of qualitative 
research is the assumption of a ‘stable, unchanging reality’ that may be studied 
objectively (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005). However, the criticisms of qualitative 
research may be considered as an effort to ‘legislate one version of the truth over 
another’ (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005).The supremacy debate between qualitative and 
quantitative methodology may be viewed as a ‘clash between methodological 
paradigms’ (Riechardt and Cook, 2006).  
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Arguably, innovative activity has both ‘hard’, tangible positivistic elements and 
‘softer’, more elusive phenomenological components. The view of innovation being 
multi-faceted is likely to indicate a need for a research paradigm which encapsulates 
this variety of activity. For instance, any choice of research paradigm necessitates 
exposure of the subject area ontology; namely, how may those engaged as 
contributors to innovative activity view their life world? In particular, what do they 
consider to be reality (Hill and McGowan, 1999b)? It may be possible to hold the 
contention that stakeholders in innovative activity in Wales (programme managers, 
officers, and recipients) could be expected to have differing ontological perspectives 
of innovation. Stakeholders may individually or collectively hold views of innovation 
which may be ‘harder’/objective or ‘softer’/subjective. An objective consideration of 
innovation may be more likely to focus upon tangible innovation outcomes such as 
those typically associated with traditionally-measured innovation. A more subjective 
understanding of innovation may be more likely to be associated with innovation 
outcomes such as those of hidden and social innovation. In other words, individuals 
may consider the realities of innovation across the innovation policy continuum to be 
more or less aligned with traditional, tangible considerations of innovation or more 
recent understandings and less tangible forms of innovation. The stakeholders are 
expected to have multiple understandings of the reality of innovation activities. The 
view identified by stakeholders as aligning with their personal understanding of 
innovation and its outcomes may inform the choice of research methodology and 
method (Blaikie, 2010). Indeed, Creswell (2003) suggests there are multiple 
understandings of reality. Creswell continues with a consideration of research activity 
realities being differentiated by research project participants. Namely, the researcher, 
the research subject  and research project audience are expected to hold different 
views of reality, However, given the multiple views of reality uncovered by the 
researcher, he/she is duty-bound to accurately represent others’ view of reality.  
 
The philosophical assumptions identified by Creswell (2007) are employed to help 
frame the study. In Cresswell’s opinion there are five philosophical assumptions, 
namely: ontological, epistemological, axiological, rhetorical and methodological. 
Ontology is described by Creswell as questioning the ‘nature of reality’. This may be 
described as recognising there are a number of different stakeholders in a research 
project. For example, researchers, subjects and the research output audience have 
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different views of reality. Similarly, ontology is described by Hussey and Hussey 
(1997) as either an individual holding an objective view of reality or an individual 
considering reality to be socially constructed. It should be noted that a social 
constructivist view of reality may only be understood by exploring the reality 
perceptions by the individual of his/her research objects. Ontologically, the study 
celebrates the multiple realities of individual experiences along the innovation 
programme continuum. This is also true of the strata of programme management, 
programme officers and programme recipients.  
 
The assumption made in the construction of a project-specific research philosophy is 
to identify a complementary epistemological position. Epistemology is the exposition 
of what is considered to be valid knowledge. For instance, those who align 
themselves with a positivist stance have an epistemological view that states only 
measurable, objective phenomena may be considered as valid knowledge (Hussey 
and Hussey, 1997). A phenomenological or interpretivist, epistemological stance is 
one where a researcher engages in an exploration of a phenomenon which is less 
likely to be associated with a measureable, tangible entity. An interpretivist is far 
more likely to get close to the subject matter. The thesis partially adopts an 
interpretivist epistemological stance. This is especially true in the interpretivist 
interviews, undertaken with a sample of programme managers, programme officers 
and programme recipients. There are also elements of a positivist epistemological 
stance, namely the statistical analysis undertaken as a result of the responses to the 
questionnaire. The project epistemology describes the relationship between the 
researcher and research subject(s). In other words, fundamental to the process of 
representing or reconstructing an individual’s view of reality is the nature of the 
relationship between the researcher and his/her/ subject (Hill and McGowan, 1999b). 
Creswell (2007) believes that richer data is produced the more a researcher 
becomes an ‘insider’ with his/her subject matter.  Within given resource constraints, 
the researcher will work towards insider status with all three case study innovation 
programmes.  
 
Another facet of the research paradigm debate is the researcher’s axiological 
assumptions. In other words, what is the researcher’s perception of value? 
Positivists, state Hussey and Hussey (1997), consider research to be value free. This 
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suggests the researcher is able to distance him/herself from the research subject. 
Further, the positivist axiological assumptions suggest that the researcher and 
his/her values do not influence the undertaking of the research and subsequent 
research outcomes. At the other research paradigm pole, interpretivists believe that a 
researcher has values (Hussey and Hussey, 1997). Further, interpretivists recognise 
that a researcher may influence the research and its outcomes via his/her 
involvement. Interpretivists also need to be aware of their values and how their 
values may impact upon their perception of reality. In summary, an axiological stance 
is the making explicit of the researcher’s values, the values exhibited by the research 
subject matter. Cresswell (2007) describes this as researchers positioning 
themselves in the study. Of the three case studies, it may be possible to identify 
differing value themes emerging. Namely, the Technium Network, participants may 
be more likely to have a business/profit focus value system, whereas, the Innovation 
Network Partnership participants are typically drawn from quasi-public section 
organisations. As such, they may be more likely to exhibit values aligned with service 
to the community. Finally, the Communities First project participants may be more 
likely aligned with voluntary sectors.  
 
The research paradigm debate constructed above illustrates the common themes 
that run through each paradigm cross-section. For example, the notion of objective 
perception is a recurrent theme for positivists whilst a recognition of subjectivity 
appears to be the mantra for interpretivists. To conclude, the paradigm debate 
provides an entree to the choice of methodology. Typically, a researcher’s choice of 
paradigm constrains the choice of methodology. For instance, researchers leaning 
toward a positivist paradigmatic stance will typically align themselves to a positivist 
methodology and vice versa for an interpretivist researcher.     
 
Creswell (2007) considers the rhetoric of qualitative research to emerge from the 
research itself. For instance, Creswell aligns qualitative research with a rather 
informal style and making limited use of definitions. It is anticipated that the 
continuum of innovation programmes will produce rhetoric unique to each continuum 
segment. 
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Finally, methodology is defined by Creswell as the process or procedures of 
qualitative research. Creswell supports an inductive approach, encouraging a 
bottom-up style. Creswell continues by agreeing with the view that the 
emerging/bottom-up approach for research may even result in the research 
questions changing mid-study. It may be stated that the five assumptions identified 
above can be employed to reflect a research stance adopted in qualitative research 
projects (Creswell, 2007).  
 
A further issue to be explored when conducting a research project is that of 
paradigms or worldviews. There are several paradigms, which may be applicable in 
the study of the innovation programme continuum in Wales. Firstly, post-positivism is 
described by Creswell (2003) as a scientific approach to undertaking research. Post-
positivism typically makes use of many levels of data analysis and validation of data 
(Creswell, 2007). It is anticipated the innovation programme continuum study will 
make comparatively limited use of post-positivism. The study will attempt to identify 
tangible outcomes from innovation policy/programmes such as R&D expenditure, 
new products/services, and new processes.  
 
Another paradigm or worldview is that of social constructivism. Creswell (2007) 
describes social constructivism as individuals seeking an ‘understanding of the world 
in which they live and work’. This form of research tends to be rather subjective in 
nature, relying upon participant’s thoughts and observations. Social constructivism is 
an inductive approach. An open dialogue is encouraged between researcher and 
participant. This open dialogue may explore personal, cultural and historical 
experiences (Creswell, 2007).  
 
A third paradigm is advocacy/participatory. At the heart of the advocacy/participatory 
paradigm is a reform-based action agenda designed to change the lives of 
participants (or even the researcher) (Creswell, 2007). The participants in this form of 
research may typically have been victims of injustice and may be marginalised. 
Although, an action agenda forms an output of this project, and participants in this 
study may have suffered injustice and be marginalised; the paradigmatic focus for 
this project will not be advocacy/participatory. This is the case given the typical study 
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participant profile does not match the advocacy profile of oppression and inequity 
(Creswell, 2007). 
 
Finally pragmatism, this world view places cynosure on the outcomes of the research 
(Cresswell, 2007), in particular, solutions to the problems/issues being researched, 
as opposed to the antecedent nature of post-positivism. This approach may be 
described as one using mixed methods. Pragmatism may require both quantitative 
and qualitative means of data collection. This is also true for case study research 
employing both quantitative and qualitative measures. The innovation 
policy/programmes continuum case studies contain both quantitative and qualitative 
data collection methods. To fully explore innovative activity the Oslo Manual contains 
a recommendation to undertake both qualitative and quantitative research 
(OECD/Eurostat, 2005). Further, the research project has an underlying need to find 
solutions to the actual and perceived innovation activity shortfall in Wales. This 
indicates a role for pragmatism in this project.  
 
As stated by Smith (2006), it is important when attempting to measure phenomena to 
consider the notion of commeasurability. This concept may be applied to create 
awareness of the need for qualitative similarities to be present, thus enabling credible 
quantitative comparisons to be made. In the case of this thesis and its hard-soft 
innovation policy continuum, it is of significance to note that all three case studies 
have similarities and differences in their qualitative representation. For instance, all 
three programmes have been initiated by the Welsh Assembly Government. The 
programmes have been designed (directly and indirectly) to increase rates of 
economic development in Wales. Also, the three case studies typically encourage 
both private and public sector involvement. Although the programme aim and 
objectives are different they still capture a common ethos of economic development.  
 
Nevertheless, there are differences which should be highlighted. For example, all 
three case studies either directly or indirectly promote innovative activity, they 
arguably attempt to do so in a hybrid way. Namely, there are differences, for 
example, in concentration of focus upon technology, or focus upon networking, or a 
social base focus. Even though the three case studies have an innovation focus, they 
all attempt to promote innovation via different means. Returning to the notion of 
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differing concentrations within a hybrid combination of programme content, it may be 
stated that all three case studies employ technology, networking and social 
considerations in differing concentrations. As a consequence, although there are 
clearly qualitative differences between the case studies, there are also qualitative 
similarities. Thus, when undertaking an inter-case study analysis of social capital and 
innovative activity, it is important to recognise and appreciate the similarities and 
differences existing between each case study.  
 
4.2    Case Study Method 
A case study methodology is typically associated with a phenomenonological or 
interpretivist standpoint. A case study may have several different forms and 
purposes. For instance a case study may be exploratory, descriptive or explanatory 
(Yin, 1994). To make best use of case study methodology, it is necessary to fully 
explore the context of the study (Hussey and Hussey, 1997). An exploration of the 
context ideally should have a hard and soft focus. The hard aspects of the context 
are likely to include tangible, quantifiable features found in the context. In particular, 
the hard elements of the context include: the scale, number of years established, 
formal structure, terms of reference, entity strategy, entity objectives, and 
measurable outcomes of entity activity. The softer contextual aspects may include 
intangible, qualitative facets of the context. For instance, the soft elements of the 
context may include evidence of the organisational culture, informal organisational 
structure, and level of staff morale. Case study research has been described by 
Eisenhardt (2002) as focusing ‘on understanding the dynamics present within single 
settings’. Of importance to this multi-case study research project is to engage in 
cross-case searching (Eisenhardt, 2002). For example, compare and contrast case-
based data. The nature of this study is such that there will be intra-case study (for 
example, within the Technium case study), cross-case comparisons made, and inter-
case study, across all three case studies comparisons will be made.  
 
The prime method utilised to explore innovative activity will be the case study. A case 
study is described by Saunders et al (2007) as a research strategy which is initiated 
by an ‘empirical investigation of a particular contemporary phenomenon’. Saunders 
et al (2007) continue stating that the investigation is undertaken within the context of 
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the phenomenon. The prerequisite investigation into the phenomenon should employ 
a range of different sources to elicit information (Saunders et al, 2007). 
 
As considered by Yin (1994) the choice of research strategy is dependent upon: 
research questions; influence a researcher has over the subject matter; and whether 
the research has a contemporary or historical cynosure.  
 
Table 4.0       Choice of Research Strategy 
 
 
Strategy 
 
Form of 
Research 
Question 
 
Requires 
Control over 
Events? 
 
Focuses on 
Contemporary 
Events? 
 
 
Experiment 
 
 
How, why 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Survey 
 
 
Who, what, 
where, how 
many, how much 
 
 
No 
 
Yes 
 
Archival analysis 
 
 
Who, what, 
where, how 
many, how much 
 
 
No 
 
Yes/no 
 
History 
 
 
How, why 
 
No 
 
No 
 
Case study 
 
 
What, how, why 
 
No 
 
Yes 
 
Adapted from: Yin (1994) 
 
Table 4.0 illustrates how different strategies may be employed dependent upon the 
research question being posed. This thesis uses a survey to capture the majority of 
the data collected. It is intended that the survey may answer questions such as what, 
where, and how many in terms of innovative activity and social capital (quantity and 
quality). To answer the question of why things happen, interviews will be used. To 
respond to the questions of how or why the Technium, Innovation Network 
Partnership, and Communities First project may have achieved the desired 
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innovation outcomes, a multiple case study approach will be employed. Yin (1994) 
also provides a warning about the possible contamination of a case study by the 
introduction of bias. Such bias may damage the integrity of the case study. In 
particular, bias may adversely affect the content and quality of the research findings 
and conclusions. However, it should be noted that the issue of bias is not exclusive to 
case study analysis. Bias may be introduced in the majority of research strategies. 
For example, both interviews and surveys may be subject to the introduction of bias 
by the researcher.  
 
Given the observations made by Saunders et al (2007) of the case study approach, it 
may be possible to identify/highlight areas critical to the successful production of a 
representative case study. The key factors may be said to be first, the locale of the 
case should be a real-life context. It may be difficult to consider how a representative 
case study may be constructed in the absence of a real-life context. The case studies 
constructed in this thesis are developed in a real-life context. The Technium Network, 
Innovation Network Partnership, and Communities First project are entities which are 
operating within Wales and are intended to support real-life innovation and economic 
development in Wales. Nevertheless, although the three case studies exist in the 
real-world it should be recognised that they exist in a context which arguably has its 
own cultural and contextual artefacts. The culture and contextual artefacts are 
primarily associated with the depiction of the public sector and quasi-public sector in 
Wales. An analysis and subsequent evaluation of intra- and inter-case study content 
needs to be recognisant of the public and quasi-public sector in Wales. Smith (2006) 
appears to support the use of case studies in the evaluation of innovation policy. He 
recognises that undertaking survey-based research is unlikely to reveal a full picture 
of innovation and its associated activities. Smith (2006) considers case studies to be 
more likely to produce the richness of data prerequisite to more fully capture 
instances of innovation. Miles and Green (2008) are also supporters of the use of 
case study-based research. They consider case studies to be more focused upon 
uncovering the extent of an organisation’s innovative activity. Clearly, there are 
possibly increased resource requirements if case studies are to be constructed. 
 
Secondly, effective case study content should be populated via multiple sources of 
information (Saunders et al, 2007). Indeed, case study-based research may be said 
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to encourage the use of mixed methods and a range of data and sources 
(Denscombe, 2007).  In this thesis the construction of each of the case studies is 
achieved by using multiple sources of information. The multiple sources employed 
are relevant contributions from individual stakeholders. The majority of stakeholders 
have an ongoing relationship with the case study subject matter. Further, the 
information contributors are categorised according to their form of interest and 
connectivity to the case study. In the context of the case studies the information 
contributors are programme managers, programme officers and programme 
recipients. It should be noted that there may be slightly different interpretations of 
roles and responsibilities of programme managers and programme officers across 
the three case studies. Also, there may be differences in the form of contact to the 
programme made by programme recipients. For example, the Technium Network, 
Innovation Network Partnership, and Communities First project all have direct 
programme recipients. Most have indirect programme recipients, only the Technium 
Network, arguably, lacks indirect programme recipients. The direct programme 
recipients for all three case studies will be given the opportunity to contribute to the 
case studies and their development. However, such differences in interpretation may 
be at least partially negated by the application of a mixed methods approach. For 
instance, the application of a mixed methods approach to construct a case study is 
likely to provide data validation in the form of triangulation (Denscombe, 2007).   
 
Third and finally, case studies should be constructed using information and 
knowledge collected from and based upon contemporary phenomena (Saunders et 
al, 2007). All three case study subjects are going concerns and are operating within 
the public and quasi-public sectors in Wales. 
 
There are a number of means which may be employed to collect case study friendly 
material data. Means which may be employed to collect data include ‘interviews, 
participant observation, and field studies’ (Hamel et al, 1993). Participant observation 
as described by Hamel et al (1993) suggests that the researcher become actively 
involved in the activities of the case being studied. In the case of the Technium 
Network, participant observation will be undertaken during time spent at Technium 
premises. Such observations will include formal and informal discussions with 
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Technium centre managers, tenants and support staff. Observations have been 
made at events organised by staff at Technuim centres.  
 
Participant observations made at the Innovation Network Partnership include 
attendance and active participation at Partnership meetings; this includes pre and 
post-meeting networking opportunities and the meetings themselves, especially the 
roundtable element. Participant observations made at the Communities First project 
include attendance at Project Board/Committee meetings, observations of project 
participants, and observations at Communities First project buildings. 
 
The notion of a participant observer has been developed by Hamel et al (1993) who 
expect the observer to become integrated with case study members. Although the 
Hamel et al (1993) case study insight focused upon a sociological/anthropological 
context, it may be considered applicable to this thesis. This is likely to be the situation 
because of the nature of social capital and its reliance upon human interaction for its 
formation. However, it should be noted that the Technium, Innovation Network 
Partnership, and Communities First case studies do not strictly conform to the 
closed, village community-based case studies described by Hamel et al (1993). 
Nevertheless, all three case studies arguably exhibit elements of a closed 
community. It is highly likely that tenants, members and project workers at the 
Technium, Innovation Network Partnership, and Communities First respectively 
exhibit behaviours which are likely to be influenced by their interaction and 
involvement with the aforementioned projects. Hamel et al (1993) state that the case 
study researcher needs to remain objective, he/she should not allow his/her feelings 
and values to pervade the research process. 
 
There are several possible weaknesses of the construction and use of case studies. 
Case studies have been criticised for not being wholly representative of a 
phenomenon as considered in the broader general environment. Another weakness 
of case study analysis is the potential for bias to be introduced via the researcher 
contaminating the data collected, analysed, and evaluated with his/her values and/or 
feelings. Further, there is the seemingly perennial issue of questioning the validity of 
the case study in terms of its capability to go from local, case-based analysis to 
global, general environment assumptions (Hamel et al, 1993). Basically, the dilemma 
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is whether or not local case study-based findings may be considered to represent a 
broader, more generic environmental phenomenon.  
 
It is anticipated that the nature of this thesis and its research process is such that the 
issue of local to global will be placated to a certain degree. In other words, it is 
proposed that for each of the three case study programmes a representative sample 
will be used. In the case of the Technium Network, research will be undertaken at 
three sites out of a total of eleven. The choice of Technium sites will be 
representative of the diverse activity found within the Technium Network. The 
Innovation Network Partnership case study will be constructed via research 
undertaken with two Innovation Network Partnerships across Wales. To obtain a 
representative sample of the Communities First Programme, projects from city and 
Valley areas will be used. Thus, it is expected the potential problematic issue of local 
to global may be largely avoided because of the comparatively high level of 
representativeness afforded by the research design.  
 
Single and cross case analyses (Miles and Huberman, 1994) have been undertaken, 
from which a summary of the salient issues arising from the data have been made, 
enabling direct analysis and comparisons between different case studies. The work 
of Yin (2003) has been used as the main guide for compiling and analysing the 
individual case studies. These have been selected purposively from the respondents 
to the interviews, and, on criteria determined during the research, exemplify ‘current 
practice’. Indeed, the case study outcome is forecast to produce a rich data source 
alluding to the evolution of innovative activity and policy in Wales. It should be noted 
that case study production typically involves an intense study of a comparatively 
‘limited number of units of analysis’ (Welman, Kruger and Mitchell, 2005). 
 
4.3     Research Methods - Mixed Methods 
 
Mixed methods research typically involves the use of both quantitative and qualitative 
methods. When devising a mixed method strategy the work of Creswell (2003) may 
be employed. Cresswell identified a sequence of four decisions, which act as an 
abutment to the mixed methods strategy selection process. The questions are listed 
in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1 Four Mixed Methods Strategy Selection Decisions 
 
 
1    ‘What is the implementation sequence of quantitative and qualitative data 
       collection?’                 
 
 
2    ‘What priority will be given to the quantitative and qualitative data     
       collection and analysis?’ 
 
 
3    ‘At what stage in the research project will the quantitative and qualitative  
       data and findings be integrated?’ 
  
 
4    ‘Will an overall theoretical perspective be used in the study?’ 
 
 
Source: Creswell (2003) 
 
The innovation policy/programme continuum employs quantitative and qualitative 
methods concurrently, with the quantitative data identifying tangible 
policy/programme inputs and outputs, and qualitative data highlighting less tangible 
policy/programme inputs and outputs. For the purpose of analysis and evaluation the 
combination of tangible and less tangible data has produced richer data. The priority 
attached to the quantitative and qualitative data will be equal. This is the case given 
the comparative difficulty of distinguishing between the value/relevance of 
quantitative data and the value/relevance of qualitative data collected, to the study.  
 
The integration of quantitative and qualitative data has occurred at data collection, 
data analysis and at the evaluation stage of the innovation policy/programme 
continuum study. The theoretical perspective adopted has been presented in the 
conceptual framework for this study.  
 
The construction of a debate is required to explore whether research should be 
deductive or inductive. This debate is necessary to inform the choice of research 
method. A research project that is deductive in nature relies upon the construction of 
a concept or theory and then empirically testing it for validity in a given context 
(Hussey and Hussey, 1997). On the other hand concepts and theories may be 
created via inductive research. Inductive research occurs when empirical 
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observations are used to create a generalised insight of a particular phenomenon 
(Hussey and Hussey, 1997).  The thesis may be described as being part deductive, 
employing existing evaluation, social capital and innovation insights to explore 
empirical constructs. The thesis also has an inductive element, in that the research 
outcomes will contribute to the relationship between social capital and innovation.  
Indeed, Flick (2002) questions the effectiveness of deductive methodologies if 
applied in today’s business environment. Flick considers inductive methodology to be 
likely to accurately capture today’s diverse life worlds. Flick continues that knowledge 
and practice should be studied as ‘local knowledge and practice’. This view has 
implications for the study of innovative activity in Wales. It is worth noting that when 
evaluating existing innovation programmes there should be at least partial deference 
to the circumstances present when the policy /programme was devised and first 
implemented (Rossi and Freeman, 1989). 
 
Data has been collected via interview and questionnaire from a representative 
sample of each of the programmes which form the three case studies. Data has 
been collected from three Technium centres – two in South Wales and one in North 
Wales. To obtain representative data for the Innovation Network Partnership, data 
has been collected from the South East Wales, and the North Wales Innovation 
Network Partnerships. The Communities First case study data has been collected 
from five projects, namely Llanhilleth, Somerton Estate, Thornhill, Tredegar Park, 
and Trevethin. In all instances, data has been collected via interviews held at the 
innovation project location and questionnaires completed remotely. 
 
To facilitate triangulation the thesis research design includes both interpretivist and 
positivist methodologies, the data is collected via interviews and questionnaire 
respectively. Triangulation is further designed into the study by collecting data from 
a range of strata within each case study, namely policy makers, programme 
managers, programme officers and programme recipients. Thesis triangulation is 
illustrated in Table 4.2 
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Table 4.2    Research Design and Triangulation 
 
 
 
 
Technium Network 
 
Innovation Network 
Partnership 
 
 
Communities First 
Project 
 
Activity 
 
 
 
Data 
Collection 
 
Programme 
managers, officers, 
and recipients 
(interview and 
questionnaire) 
 
 
 
Programme 
managers, officers, 
and recipients 
(interview and 
questionnaire) 
 
Programme 
managers, officers, 
and recipients 
(interview and 
questionnaire) 
 
 
Data 
Analysis 
 
Quantitative and 
qualitative data 
analysis, and 
construction of 
Technium Network 
case study 
 
 
Quantitative and 
qualitative data 
analysis, and 
construction of 
Innovation Network 
Partnership case 
study 
 
 
Quantitative and 
qualitative data 
analysis, and 
construction of 
Communities First 
case study 
 
 
Policy 
Implication 
Stage 
 
Intra Technium 
Network case study 
policy implication 
 
 
Intra Innovation 
Network Partnership 
policy implication 
 
Intra Communities  
First Project case 
policy implication 
 
Inter case study comparative analysis and policy implications 
 
 
It should be noted that given the multifaceted nature of innovation and its 
seemingly multifarious sub units, it is not feasible to cover all aspects of innovation 
in one survey (OECD/Eurostat, 2005).  
 
It is proposed that a series of questions and sub-questions will be used to explore 
different forms of innovation and social capital. Questions will also be included to 
explore relationships between different forms of innovation, namely traditional 
innovation, hidden innovation, and social innovation.  
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An important element of any research into innovative activity is an attempt to 
measure linkages between various parts of an innovation system (OECD/Eurostat, 
2005). The questionnaire has been designed to identify and appraise linkages 
between the case organisations and innovation related external bodies. The 
linkages and their impact will also be explored during interviews held with key 
personnel in all three case studies. It should be noted that linkages may also be 
internal to the case organisation. For example, within the Communities First project 
there is a range of sub-projects involving a wide range of, internal and external 
stakeholder groups. Consequently it is imperative when considering innovative 
activity to construct a holistic picture of the internal and external influences.  
 
The Oslo Manual states how levels of social capital may be identified in surveys. For 
instance, a question may be posed to elicit the duration an organisation has had a 
particular relationship or relationships. Responses to this question may be indicative 
of the level of trust in a relationship (OECD/Eurostat, 2005). Similarly questions may 
be posed as to when relationships or partnerships were established. For example: 
one year ago; three years ago; five years ago; or more than five years ago. Another 
avenue of research focused upon trust, suggested in the Oslo Manual, is to explore 
how an organisation with which the research subject organisation cooperates or 
collaborates with was identified as a potential partner (OECD/Eurostat, 2005). For 
instance, was it the case that any cooperation and collaboration initiated as a result 
of prior knowledge of the partner organisation, recommendation by a trusted source, 
or via advertising (OECD/Eurostat, 2005). It may also be considered to be of 
importance to identify both the volume and duration of an organisation’s external 
relationships.  
 
4.4 Deductive and Inductive Research 
It may be stated there are two poles of research activity. One is a deductive research 
project, where existing theory is employed to explore a particular context or situation 
(Cameron and Price, 2009). The other pole is inductive research. For example, 
grounded theory may be used to possibly create a theoretical understanding 
(Creswell, 2007). Additions to theory may be made by using either (or both) 
deductive and/or inductive research. Although the main method to conduct the 
research for this thesis is deductive and normative, there are elements of an 
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inductive approach present. For instance, participant observations made at 
Technium-based meetings, Innovation Network Partnership meetings, and 
Communities First project partnership board meetings. It is anticipated that such 
observations coupled with responses from questionnaire open questions and 
interview responses will constitute a partially inductive approach to the research.  
 
The interviews and observations undertaken form the basis of the social 
constructivist research elements in this thesis. Even though, as previously stated, the 
main thrust of the questionnaire-based research is deductive, the outcomes in new 
understandings of social capital and their impact upon forms of innovation are likely 
to be inductive in nature.  
 
As may be seen from the above, this thesis uses a combination of deductive and 
inductive approaches. Arguably, the thesis research is initially dominated by a 
deductive approach. This is slightly contradicted by the pilot studies carried out. The 
pilot studies typically, initially focused upon discussing the application of existing 
theory, quickly became a broader based discussion of the activities and thinking 
usually associated with the case study location. These discussions resulted in 
inductive contributions made to the questionnaire and interview sheet.  
 
Observations undertaken pre-pilot study, at the pilot study stage, and post-pilot study 
have made inductive contributions to the thesis research. These inductive insights to 
the activities and thinking at the Technium, Innovation Network Partnership, and 
Communities First project have undoubtedly added value to the data collected.  
 
4.5 Response Rates 
As stated in the 2005 Oslo Manual research into innovative activity, employing a 
survey will always produce an incomplete data set (OECD/Eurostat, 2005). The 
resultant data may be said to be incomplete due to missing values. There are two 
types of missing values, namely, item non-response and unit non-response. Unit 
non-responses refer to a non-response from a unit of analysis. In this research 
project a unit of response may be a tenant at Technium, a member of the Innovation 
Network Partnership, or a project development worker at the Communities First 
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project. An item non-response refers to a questionnaire, question or statement which 
does not have a response.  
 
The extent of item non-response is a factor which affects the decision of which 
method to employ. The thesis item non-response is expected to be comparatively 
low. This prediction is based upon a pilot study undertaken in each of the three case 
studies. As a consequence the pilot study, questions and statements were 
redesigned and adapted to increase the likelihood the respondent will understand 
and be able to respond to all questions and statements. 
 
In terms of unit non-response, methods employed to solve this problem will be 
chosen based upon the extent of unit non-response. It is advised that if there is a 
comparatively low unit non-response rate any weighting should be worked out based 
on responding units (OECD/Eurostat, 2005). The assumption made in this case that 
the level of innovative or social capital activity of unit respondents and unit non-
respondents is one and the same. If the proportion of unit non-responses is 
comparatively small, any bias introduced by the above method can be ignored.  
 
However, if unit non-response is comparatively high, then there is no method which 
can be used to produce satisfactory results. If unit non-responses are comparatively 
high then arguably the only use for the data is to input it to a case study 
(OECD/Eurostat, 2005). In a situation where the unit response rate is not considered 
to be too small nor high enough to satisfactorily undertake a statistical analysis, it is 
possible to employ a method to overcome this problem. This method requires the 
random selection of units that have responded until the response rate is 100%. This 
will result in unit responses being used more than once.  
 
4.6 Types of Data 
There are different forms of data which may be included in a research project; for 
instance, nominal or categorical data, which has a main function of coding different 
forms of data into categories (Denscombe, 2007; Saunders et al, 2007; Cameron and 
Price, 2009). Nominal data refers to the descriptive nature of the data (Saunders et 
al, 2007). Nominal data found in this thesis includes the categorisation of respondent, 
such as: centre manager (Technium case study); Network manager (Innovation 
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Network Partnership); and Partnership co-ordinator (Communities First project). The 
categories have to be expressed unambiguously so that a respondent clearly 
understands his/her category. It is not possible to undertake mathematical 
calculations with nominal data.  
 
Another form of data is ordinal data. Unlike nominal data operations may be applied 
to ordinal data. An example of ordinal data is a Likert scale. A Likert scale typically 
explores the strength of agreement/satisfaction or disagreement/dissatisfaction with a 
particular phenomenon. The ordinal data present in a research project has meaning 
(Denscombe, 2007; Saunders et al, 2007; Cameron and Price, 2009). Ordinal data 
will form the majority of the data collected in this thesis. This is the case due to the 
needs of the research questions and the questionnaire design and content. Likert 
statements are included throughout the questionnaire. The statements are designed 
to explore the existence and strength of bonding and bridging social capital, 
cooperation and collaboration existing in all case organisations. Further, Likert scale 
statements are included to capture the instance and extent of technical, hidden, and 
social innovation.  
 
It is also possible to include interval data in a research project. Interval data allows a 
respondent to indicate his/her response within a band or range of possibilities 
(Saunders et al, 2007). There are a limited number of mathematical operations which 
may be undertaken with interval data (Denscombe, 2007). Interval data is not used in 
this thesis. On the other hand ratio data may be exposed to a wider range of 
mathematical operations (Saunders et al, 2007). Ratio data can be compared and 
contrasted in a more meaningful way than interval data. Indeed, ratio data unlike 
interval data, has a true zero (Denscombe, 2007).  
 
Other forms of data include discrete data, data which occurs as whole units 
(Denscombe, 2007). For example, the number of business tenants currently based at 
a Technium Centre. On the other hand, the percentage of business tenant 
occupancy at a Technium centre may not be a whole number. This is an example of 
continuous data, as the term suggests this is a form of data where there may not be 
the typical occurrence of whole numbers (Denscombe, 2007). 
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4.7 Scales of Measurement 
A potential issue with an ordinal scale is that of differences between numerical values 
(Silver, 1992). For instance, the difference between 4 and 5 on a Likert scale may be 
the same numerical value as between 3 and 4. It is questionable whether the true 
value of the respondent’s strength of agreement or feeling towards a statement can 
be measured by a numerical scale. Therefore it is best to use ordinal scales as a 
means of measuring activity with caution (Silver, 1992).  
 
Another precautionary note is the advice given by Saunders et al (2007) to include 
both positive and negative statements. This, state Saunders et al (2007), is likely to 
reduce the number of respondents who merely circle or tick one particular recurring 
response. For example, a respondent who blindly circles responses representing the 
strongly agree category would be encouraged to actively consider each statement.  
 
The data produced by ordinal scales can be categorised as being non-parametric in 
nature. The tests recommended/suggested for use to ascertain levels of association 
include: Spearman’s co-efficient and for nominal data e.g. Chi squared (Silver, 1992). 
  
4.8 Hypotheses 
A hypothesis is considered to be a ‘testable proposition’ (Saunders et al, 2007). The 
proposition being tested is typically that two or more concepts or activities have a 
relationship. It is important to note that just because there appears to be an 
association between two variables, it does not mean that causality is present 
(Saunders et al, 2007). In the vast majority of cases there are a seemingly infinite 
number of variables which may influence the state of another variable. It should be 
noted that the use of hypotheses is typically linked to a deductive research approach 
(Cameron and Price, 2009).  
 
Hypothesis H1 
 
(H1) There is a significant association between levels of generic social capital 
(primarily expressed in terms of trust and general reciprocity) and levels of innovative 
activity in each of the three case studies.  
 
The null hypothesis is: 
(H01) There is no significant association between levels of generic social capital 
(primarily expressed in terms of trust and general reciprocity) and levels of innovative 
activity in each of the three case studies 
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 Hypothesis H2 
 
(H2) There is a significant association between levels of bonding social capital and 
levels of innovative activity in each of the three case studies.  
 
The null hypothesis is: 
(H02) There is no significant association between levels of bonding social capital and 
levels of innovative activity in each of the three case studies. 
 
 
Hypothesis H3 
 
(H3) There is a significant association between levels of bridging social capital and 
levels of innovative activity in each of the three case studies.  
 
The null hypothesis is: 
(H03) There is no significant association between levels of bridging social capital and 
levels of innovative activity in each of the three case studies. 
 
 
Hypothesis H4 
 
(H4) There is a significant association between levels of cooperation and levels of 
innovative activity found at each of the three case studies.  
 
The null hypothesis is: 
(H04) There is no significant association between levels of cooperation and levels of 
innovative activity found at each of the three case studies.  
 
Hypothesis H5 
 
(H5) There is a significant association between levels of collaboration and levels of 
innovative activity found at each of the three case studies. 
 
The null hypothesis is: 
(H05) There is no significant association between levels of collaboration and levels of 
innovative activity found at each of the three case studies. 
 
 
4.9 Sampling 
There are a number of different means of random sampling. For example: single 
random sampling; systematic random sampling; stratified random sampling; and 
multi-stage random sampling (Silver, 1992). There are non-random sampling 
methods such as quota sampling (Silver, 1992).  
 
The validity of the data may be said to be dependent upon the qualities of the sample 
taken of the population (Clegg, 1994). Further, it is of great importance to carefully 
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select and be able to rationalise the contents of a sample taken to represent a 
population (Clegg, 1994).  
 
There are several widely-used forms of random sampling such as: systematic; 
stratified; purposeful; multistage, and cluster sampling (Silver, 1992; Clegg, 1994; 
Creswell, 2007; Denscombe, 2007). Other forms of sampling include criterion; 
intensity; and maximum variation (Creswell, 2007; Denscombe, 2007). The sampling 
method considered best suited for this research is the purposeful sampling strategy. 
This particular strategy enables a sample to be taken which will aid the 
understanding and response to the research questions posed in this thesis. Theorists 
such as Creswell (2007), when constructing a case study, typically select unusual 
cases, and use the maximum variation form of sampling.  
 
However, as previously stated a purposeful sampling strategy is to be applied. 
Purposive sampling enables the selection of research subjects which represent the 
variety in format, content and funding found at each of the three case studies 
(Denscombe, 2007). The rationale for this decision may be illustrated by examining 
the choice of sample for each of the thesis case studies. It should be noted that the 
pilot questionnaires and interviews undertaken at Technium centres, Innovation 
Network Partnerships, and Communities First projects informed the choice of sample 
selection criteria. The criteria defined below are arguably the most likely to produce a 
representative sample.  
 
For instance, the sample chosen to represent the Technium Network has been 
selected based on the following criteria. The Technium Network centres may be 
categorised into two basic forms, namely generic and specialised. Technium centres 
which adopt a generic business tenant selection policy allow business tenants from a 
range of industrial sectors to become tenants. The Technium Springboard is an 
example of a generic Technium which may be described as a general business 
incubator. At Technium Springboard, the business tenants originate from a range of 
business sectors, for example from computer software engineering to providing 
purchasing and supply chain management solutions. However, other Technium 
centres are specialised, focusing upon one particular industry sector for its tenants. 
For example, the St Asaph-based Technium has a focus on optics. As a 
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consequence, only business tenants with an optics cynosure will be eligible to join 
the Technium. Another criterion chosen to identify a purposeful Technium centre 
sample is ownership. Technium centres are either owned and run by the Welsh 
Assembly Government or by local authorities. For example, Technium Swansea is a 
general business incubator and is owned by the Welsh Assembly Government, whilst 
Technium Springboard is also a general business incubator, but is owned by Torfaen 
County Borough Council. 
 
In terms of sampling representative individuals within each Technium centre the 
following have been selected: the Technium centre manager, business tenants, and 
Technium centre support workers. The rationale for this choice is to analyse all roles 
undertaken at a Technium centre; namely, the service providers (centre manager 
and support staff) and service recipients (the business tenants).  
 
To represent the Innovation Network Partnership the sample chosen has been based 
upon the context of the partnership. There are four Network Partnerships covering 
the whole of Wales. Each partnership has been established with identical aims and 
objectives, and expectation of operations. In consultation with Innovation Network 
Partnership managers and members, the sampling criteria established are based 
upon whether the Innovation Network Partnership has an urban or rural setting. For 
instance, the South East Wales Innovation Network Partnership draws from a largely 
urban context for its members. On the other hand, the North Wales Innovation 
Network Partnership has members from a predominantly rural background. The 
choice of criteria is associated with the potential different networking needs and 
outcomes between an urban and rural context, and the need to represent the diverse 
urban/rural make-up of the Welsh economy.  
 
Within the Innovation Network Partnership the following individuals have been 
selected to represent the partnership activities: the network manager; network 
members; and network support staff. The rationale for the selection of the 
aforementioned individuals is to provide representative coverage of all roles 
undertaken at an Innovation Network Partnership. The service providers (network 
managers and network support staff) and service recipients (network members) are 
represented in the sample selected. 
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 The Communities First sample has been identified in consultation with Communities 
First partnership coordinators and development workers. As with the Innovation 
Network Partnership, the aims, objectives and expectation is universal across the 
Communities First project. However, there are quasi ownership differences. The 
Communities First partnerships are owned/funded by a grant recipient body (primary 
funding comes from the Welsh Assembly Government). The Communities First 
project across Wales has two main types of grant recipient body, namely, a local 
authority or another organisation such as the Cooperative. For example, the 
Trevethin Communities First partnership has Torfaen County Borough Council as its 
grant recipient body, whilst the Llanilleth Communities First partnership has the 
Cooperative as its grant recipient body. 
 
The Individuals in the Communities First case study have been selected based upon 
the criteria that they either work for the Communities First project or are actively 
engaged with the project. The employees and service providers include the 
Partnership Coordinator and development workers. Those not employed by the 
Communities First project, but actively engaged with it, could include a wide variety 
of individuals and groups. However, in consultation with partnership coordinators and 
development workers it has been decided to use the Communities First committee 
structure as a means to access active individual and group recipients. Arguably, 
individuals and groups who actively engage with the Communities First committee 
structure are the most knowledgeable about the Communities First project, its 
products and processes. The sample taken is summarised below in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3 Case Study Research Sample Summary 
 
Technium Case Study 
 
Business tenant 
eligibility criteria: 
• General 
business 
incubator 
• Specialised 
business 
incubator 
 Ownership: 
• Welsh 
Assembly 
Government 
• Local Authority 
 
 Individual respondent 
sample: 
• Centre Managers 
• Business Tenants 
• Centre Support 
Workers 
 
 
Innovation Network Partnership Case Study 
 
Location: 
• Largely urban 
based 
• Largely rural 
based 
  
 Individual respondent 
sample: 
• Network Managers 
• Network Members 
• Network Support 
Workers 
 
 
Communities First Project Case Study 
 
Grant Recipient Body: 
• Local Authority 
• Non-local 
Authority e.g. 
Cooperative 
  
 Individual respondent 
sample: 
• Partnership 
Coordinator 
• Development 
Workers 
• Committee 
members/ 
Volunteers/recipients 
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4.10 Interviews 
 
There are several different forms of interview ranging from structured interview to a 
focus group. Table 4.4 provides an outline of the different forms of interview.  
 
Table 4.4 Forms of Interview 
Interview Form Interviewer activity 
Structured Interview The interviewer remains neutral, does 
not prompt the interviewee and aims for 
a consistent approach 
Semi-structured Interview The interviewer may prepare 
complementary questions to facilitate 
probing of the interviewee. Further, a 
rapport may be established with the 
interviewee.  
Open-ended Interview The interviewer should expect to be 
flexible in his/her approach. It is expected 
that a rapport will be established with the 
interviewee.  
Focus Groups  The interviewer is expected to be flexible 
and allow any discussion and group 
dynamics to evolve. The interviewer will 
need to facilitate discussion as and when 
required.  
 
Source: Adapted from Silverman (2006) 
 
The interview data collected for this thesis has been primarily collected by using a 
semi-structured interview. The interview questions plus supplementary questions 
were prepared in advance of the interview taking place. However, it was anticipated 
that the interviewer adopted a flexible approach and asked impromptu questions to 
hold more fully developed interviews.  
 
4.11 Questionnaire design 
Questionnaires are primarily a vehicle for exploring a number of issues, usually with 
a comparatively large number of potential respondents (Cameron and Price, 2009). 
Questionnaires are typically employed when undertaking a survey. 
 
Questionnaires, their construction, content and implementation have several 
strengths and weaknesses. Among the strengths are: familiarity by respondents with 
questionnaires; the comparative ease to which parameters may be established – 
question/statement construction and meaning; comparatively easy to administer and 
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distribute; the use of questionnaires can also reduce the influence an interviewer may 
have over a respondent.  
 
The weaknesses of questionnaire construction, content and implementation may 
include: potential respondents may suffer from ‘questionnaire fatigue’ – the feeling of 
being inundated with requests to complete questionnaires; questions/statements may 
have multiple meanings across a range of respondents (such variety in 
interpretations may damage the validity of the research); the potential for multiple 
interpretations may be averted by the active presence of an interviewer.  
 
To avoid the weaknesses and build on the strengths identified above, great care has 
been taken in the design and implementation of the questionnaire. Primarily, a 
questionnaire should strive for a universal understanding of its content and a 100% 
response rate. In practice it is unlikely that there will be a universal understanding 
and a 100% response rate. The questionnaire has been designed with reference to 
the research questions, the thesis hypothesis and the contents of the literature 
review. 
 
In terms of questionnaire design, it is worth noting that there are several forms of 
query which may be included in a questionnaire. For instance, a questionnaire may 
include: open and closed questions; category choice questions; Likert scales; 
differential scales; and rank orders (Cameron and Price, 2009; Saunders et al, 2007).  
 
It is of great importance that a process of validation is undertaken. The validity of a 
questionnaire may include testing the following: the respondent interpretation of any 
instructions and questions/statements; the degree of connectivity/feeling of being 
comfortable with the questionnaire content, items or themes which have been 
excluded may need to be included; and the general usability of the questionnaire 
(Saunders et al, 2007: Hussey and Hussey, 1997). Further, an integral element of 
questionnaire validation is the use of a pilot study to obtain feedback from the 
intended respondent population (Hussey and Hussey, 1997). 
 
The questionnaire used to collect data in this thesis has been piloted at each of the 
three case studies. At each case study the different categories of potential 
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respondent have taken part in the pilot study. Feedback has been received from 
each category of potential respondent; namely, at the Technium Network – centre 
manager, business tenants, and support officers; the Innovation Network Partnership 
– network manager, network members, and network support officers; and finally 
Communities First – partnership coordinator, development workers, and project 
recipients/volunteers.  
 
4.12 Correlation and Statistical Significance 
Statistical significance tests are employed to identify the strength and confidence of 
any association between two or more variables. Such tests are an estimate of the 
probability that an association actually exists between two or more variables (Clegg, 
1994; and Denscombe, 2007). Fundamentally, statistical significance tests indicate 
the reliability of the data and assumptions made about any associated variables. 
Usually, an initial stage in the use of statistical tests is to consider there is no 
association existing between two or more variables. In other words, a null hypothesis 
is usually applied, as stated in section 4.8 where the thesis null hypotheses are 
identified. 
 
The widely applied benchmark for accepting or rejecting an association is as follows: 
if the result of statistical tests produce a result that is greater than 1 in 20 that there is 
an association, then the results are considered to be significant; alternatively if the 
probability is less than 1 in 20 the results are associated, then it is considered likely 
that there is a statistically significant relationship (Denscombe, 2007).  
 
One of the most popular tests for association is the Chi Square test. The Chi Square 
test may be used with a variety of forms of data, including: nominal; ordinal; interval; 
and ratio data (Denscombe, 2007). It is important to note that the Chi Square test has 
a cynosure of association; it does not reveal causality (Clegg, 1994; Cameron and 
Price, 2009).  
 
Association or correlation is normally expressed as a correlation coefficient. The 
numerical value of the coefficient indicates the strength of any 
correlation/association. If no association is present a result of 0 is recorded, whilst, if 
the result is +1 then the variables may be said to be perfectly associated 
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(Denscombe, 2007). Typically, the closer a result is to +1 the stronger the association 
(Clegg, 1994). A result which has a negative value to -1 suggests an inverse 
relationship between variables.  
 
The majority of quantitative data has been collected via the use of Likert Scales. 
Research subjects have been asked to respond and record their strength of 
agreement or disagreement with a series of statements. The statements explore a 
range of concepts including: generic social capital, bonding social capital; bridging 
social capital; cooperation and collaboration; traditionally-measured innovation; 
hidden innovation; and social innovation.  
 
To test the statistical significance by calculating correlation coefficients, Spearman’s 
rho has been applied. The questionnaire statements are graded 1 to 5, where 1 
denotes strongly disagree; 2 disagree; 3 indifferent ; 4 agree; and 5 strongly agree. 
These are considered to be the ‘five degrees of opinion’ and can be used to calculate 
the value of Spearman’s rho (Clegg, 1994).  
 
The values produced by Spearman’s rho are either between -1 and 0 or 0 and +1. 
Depending upon the number of respondents/subjects participating, the value of 
Spearman’s rho varies in terms of its statistical significance. Roughly speaking, the 
smaller the number of respondents/subjects, the closer Spearman’s rho has to be to 
1.  
 
There are other means of testing for statistical significance/association such as 
Pearson’s Product Moment test. Pearson’s Product Moment test may be considered 
unsuitable for use with Likert Scale sourced data (Clegg, 1994). Clegg (1994) 
considers Pearson’s Product Moment test to be unsuitable because of the 
requirement to input precise numbers. The data produced by a Likert Scale is not 
considered to be suitable (Clegg, 1994; Cameron and Price, 2009). Clegg (1994) 
concludes that researchers in the social sciences may be advised to choose 
Spearman’s rho as a means for establishing whether an association exists between 
two or more variables.  Saunders et al (2007) support this view: they recommend 
using Spearman’s rho to assess the strength of relationships between categorical 
ranked data such as Likert Scales. Indeed, Silver (1992) and Clegg (1994) state that 
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Spearman’s rho is the most suitable means of calculating the correlation coefficient 
for data produced from Likert Scale responses.  
 
The fundamental purpose of correlation data in this thesis is to explore if variables of 
social capital are significantly associated with variables of innovation. The focus of 
the correlation tables found in Chapters Five, Six and Seven is the relationship 
between the explanatory (social capital) and the dependent (innovation) variables. 
The intra-explanatory variable correlations and intra-dependent variable correlations 
have been omitted from the correlation table. However, certain intra-explanatory and 
dependent variable data is analysed and described in the aforementioned chapters.  
 
4.13 Presentation of Results 
There are a number of ways in which results may be presented. For instance, 
descriptive analysis may be used to present the data. Descriptive analysis is, as its 
title suggests, a description of the data collected. When using descriptive analysis, 
unit non-response is not considered to be problematic. Conclusions are not produced 
by descriptive analysis (OECD /Eurostat, 2005).  
 
To draw conclusions about the target population, inferential analysis is used 
(OECD/Eurostat, 2005). A fundamental aspect of inferential analysis is that it is 
representative of the target population. As such this method requires the use of 
weighted results. Unlike descriptive analysis, unit non-response rates are relevant. A 
response rate which is considered too low will render any inferential analysis 
irrelevant. 
 
When presenting results, it is important to include metadata such as: data collection 
and sampling methods for treating non-response rates (OECD/Eurostat, 2005). The 
inclusion of metadata will increase the level of contextualisation and understanding of 
the data presented.  
 
4.14 Research Ethics 
It has been said that qualitative researchers are ‘guests in the private spaces of the 
world’ (Stake, 2003). It is important to respect individual and group privacy. In all 
three case studies there is a constant need to be mindful of individual and group 
rights, whether it be the intellectual property of business tenants at a Technium 
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centre, or an early stage project discussed at an Innovation Network Partnership 
meeting, or the personal needs of an individual linked to the Communities First 
project, everyone has the right to anonymity.  
 
4.15 Research Summary 
Figure 4.0 summarises the research design. A thorough pilot study was undertaken 
to ensure the questionnaire and interview handbook were fit for purpose. A 
triangulated approach was adopted with results compared from observation, the 
questionnaire and interviews completed. The research concludes with an articulation 
of the implication for innovation policy in Wales. 
Figure 4.0  Research Design Summary 
Research Problem and 
Context 
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Questionnaire and interview 
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case study iterations  
   
Inform production of 
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 Inform production of 
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Post-pilot study final 
version interview 
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 Post-pilot study final 
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produced – 
questionnaires distributed 
and completed 
 
Data analysis  Data analysis 
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Case study analysis 
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Resultant of both the Chapter Three literature review and Chapter Four research 
methodology the following conceptual framework (Figure 4.1) has been devised to 
represent the thesis research. 
 
Figure 4.1 Thesis Conceptual Framework 
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Activity : 
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categorisation 
 
Analysis: focus 
on facets of social 
capital via a 
positivist and 
pluralist/ 
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approach 
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First Project 
Traditional 
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Drucker 
(2001); 
Bessant 
and Tidd 
(2007) 
Hidden 
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(2007) ; 
Halkett 
(2008)  
Social 
Innovation 
Young/ 
NESTA 
(2007); 
Mulgan et al 
(2007)  
Generic 
social 
capital 
Coleman 
(1988); 
Putnam et 
al (1993); 
Fountain 
(1998); 
Woolcock 
and 
Narayan 
(2000); 
Ostrom and 
Ahn (2003) 
 
Bonding 
social 
capital 
Putnam 
(2000); 
Fukuyama 
(2000); 
Dasgupta 
(2002); 
Woodhouse 
(2008) 
Bridging 
social 
capital 
Putnam 
(2000); 
Landry et al 
(2002); 
Woodhouse 
2008); 
Innovation 
Policy/Programme 
Continuum 
Research Methodology – mixed method approach: positivist Clegg (1994); Darlington and Scott (2002), 
(Denzin and Lincoln (2005), Denscombe (2007); plus emphasis on use of pluralistic interpretivism Palfrey et al 
(1992); Diez and Esteban (2000); Cresswell (2003); Cresswell (2007). 
Cooperation 
and 
Collaboration 
Ahuja (2000); 
Sweeney 
(2001); 
Fukuyama 
(2003); Smith 
(2006); Miles 
and Green 
(2008) 
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5.0     Chapter Five - Case Study – Technium Network                                  
 
 
5.1  Introduction 
Innovation policy has several different forms. Arguably, the Technium Network may 
be said to be born of the form of innovation policy which focuses upon the fostering 
of traditionally-measured innovation. The Technium Network was initially designed to 
have a cynosure of supporting science and technology businesses. It was formed to 
identify, create and support productive links between higher education institutions 
and science and technology start-up or early-years businesses. The Technium 
Network sits at the hard end of the thesis innovation policy continuum. The case 
study construction is achieved via research into the relationship between the 
explanatory variables of generic social capital, bonding and bridging social capital, 
cooperation, collaboration, and dependent variables traditionally-measured 
innovation, hidden innovation, and social innovation. The social capital and 
innovation concepts employed in this chapter are sourced from the literature review.  
 
5.1.1 Aim and Objectives 
With reference to the thesis research questions and hypotheses the aim of this 
chapter is to ascertain the influence social capital may have upon levels of innovation 
at the Technium Network. There are three objectives: firstly, to create an awareness 
and understanding of the roles and working practices of those involved in the 
Technium Network; secondly, to determine the extent of social capital present at the 
Technium Network; finally, to identify the extent of different forms of innovation at the 
Technium Network. 
 
5.1.2  The Technium Network 
It was launched in 1999 and its first facility opened in 2001. The Technium has its 
roots in a partnership established between the Welsh Development Agency (now 
subsumed into the Welsh Assembly Government) and Swansea University. Initially 
funding to support the Technium was sourced from European Union Structural 
Funds, Swansea University, public sector grants and land from Swansea University. 
The origins of the Technium Network may be traced back to the notion of enhancing 
the then WDA Centres of Excellence for Technology and Industrial Collaboration 
(CETIC) project (Abbey et al, 2008). The CETIC project was designed to enable 
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linkages to be built between university-based research and firms (Abbey et al, 2008). 
Indeed, the first Technium centre was established in conjunction with Swansea-
based higher education institutions. 
 
Table 5.0 Broad-based Technium Objectives  
 
Broad-based Technium Objectives 
 
Provide incubation space for exciting companies with 
growth potential 
Act as a highly-visible vehicle for company-academia 
links 
Provide an attractive way for global companies to 
invest in Wales in high value add activities 
Host mixed private/public sector support teams 
Act as strong physical focus points for the Welsh 
Assembly Government innovation communication 
campaign 
 
Source: DTZ (2010) 
 
The broad-based Technium objectives are stated in Table 5.0. The objectives are 
labelled broad-based because of a lack of a definitive set of objectives for the 
Technium Network as a whole (DTZ, 2010). 
 
The Technium centres were designed to create a suitable environment for early- 
years knowledge-based businesses. A fundamental aspect of what constitutes a 
suitable environment in Technium terms is the strength of links with university 
partners. Indeed, the Technium Network can be said to be reliant upon the extent 
and quality of tenant links with higher education institutions (Evans, 2010). 
 
The vision for the Technium Network may be partially summarised by a statement 
made by Hall (2002) ‘the beauty of Technium is that it is a brand which has a high 
profile and credibility both here and abroad’. The statement may be said to 
encapsulate the notion of Technium being a national and international phenomenon. 
For this vision to be achieved, a sustainable source or sources of suitable business 
tenants would have to be found. In support of this view, Evans (2010) argues that 
without a flow of businesses into Technium centres the project would merely become 
a ‘property initiative’. Nevertheless, the Technium Network has also been portrayed 
 154 
as a ‘bold strategic development’ designed to advance the Welsh knowledge 
economy (Davies and Abbey, 2007). The boldness of the Technium Network has 
been criticised, for example by Cooke and Clifton (2005) for being too ambitious in its 
operation scale and targets; although, there are those, such as Abbey et al (2008), 
who strongly refute the Cooke and Clifton (2005) criticism of the operation and 
outcomes of the Technium Network. 
 
A Technium may be described as being ‘an environment where science and 
technology businesses can flourish and turn their potential for high growth into reality’ 
(Technium, 2009). Further a Technium may be defined as a ‘network of inter-related 
business development centres’ (Davies and Abbey, 2007). Arguably, this definition is 
only partially accurate, the Technium Network although under, one umbrella brand 
has diversity which may work against the centres being inter-related. This diversity 
can be epitomised by the categorisation of Technium centres into specialist centres 
which are industry sector specific such as Technium OpTIC at St Asaph and 
generalist centres such as Technium Springboard at Cwmbran, which supports firms 
from a range of industry sectors. The Technium Network grew to ten centres. Since 
the completion of the primary data collection and analysis the Technium centre 
network has contracted. Currently, there are four Technium centres namely: 
Technium Digital; Technium Optic; Technium Springboard; and Technium Swansea. 
The number of Technium centres was reduced in November 2010 from ten to four. 
The decision to close six Technium centres has its roots in the publication of the 
Welsh Assembly Government’s ‘Economic Renewal: a new direction’ document in 
July 2010. 
 
The Technium Network is designed to support knowledge businesses of indigenous 
or international origin. Typically the purpose of a Technium is to provide facilities, 
specialist support and opportunities to link with university-based expertise (Davies 
and Abbey, 2007). Stakeholders in the Technium Network include the knowledge 
businesses themselves, local authorities, Welsh higher education institutions, the 
Welsh Assembly Government, and private sector organisations. Further, the purpose 
of the Technium may also be described as being ‘to support innovation in firms and 
encourage stronger links with higher education’ (Welsh Assembly Government, 
2005). Similarly, the 2004 Wales Spatial Plan states that Technium centres along 
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with universities and FE colleges should ‘embed the knowledge economy’ in regions 
throughout Wales (Welsh Assembly Government, 2005). The Technium has been 
described as a ‘cornerstone’ of public policy focused on the development of a Welsh 
knowledge economy.  
 
Knowledge-based organisations have to meet certain eligibility criteria before they 
may become tenants at a Technium. For instance, potential Technium tenants have 
to: demonstrate engagement in R&D; be innovative; knowledge-based business with 
the potential for high growth; be able to exploit intellectual property rights; have 
specific a requirement to have a tenancy; demonstrate a sustainable financial status; 
have a credible business/marketing plan. The full list of tenant criteria is stated in 
Table 5.1.  
 
Table 5.1 Technium Tenant Criteria 
 
 
Technium Tenant Criteria 
 
• Be innovative high growth companies 
• Be based in a high technology or knowledge based sector 
• Be exploiting intellectual property 
• Be engaged in research and development 
• Already have, or wish to develop academic links 
• Have developed a good knowledge of the appropriate market 
• Have a sustainable financial status 
• Have considered their specific requirements for residency in the 
Technium 
• Have considered the period they wish to remain in the Technium 
environment 
• Have an established and credible business/marketing plan  
 
Source: Technium publicity materials (2009) 
 
If organisations fulfil the criteria and subsequently decide to take up a tenancy, they 
have a maximum stay allowed at a Technium of three years. Clements (2005) in a 
humorous statement considers a problem of the Technium Network as being ‘not 
attracting firms into Technium but getting them out’! 
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Figure 5.0 Technium Network Structure 
 
 Technium Director  
Technium Network 
Manager 
Data Collection and 
Analysis Officers 
Marketing Officers 
(Marketing Technium 
entity and Technium 
centres) 
IT Officers 
 Technium Centre Manager  
Administrative support Facilities and Office 
Coordinators 
Reception staff 
 Tenant businesses  
Source: Interviewees A and B (2009) 
 
The Technium Network structure is illustrated in Figure 5.0. It is a comparatively flat 
structure with services either co-located at Technium centres or bought-in. For 
example, the former Welsh Assembly Government scheme Flexible Support for 
Business had offices at some of the Technium centres. Other services such as 
maintenance may be bought-in. Technium centre policy may be made at director 
level and/or by its Steering Group. The local authority-owned Technium Springboard 
at Cwmbran has a Steering Group made up of three main stakeholders, namely, 
Torfaen County Borough Council, the Welsh Assembly Government, and the 
University of Wales Newport.  
 
Potential business tenants are likely to have a range of different experiences when 
applying for a tenancy at a Technium centre. On submitting their application, 
potential tenants may, dependent upon the Technium centre manager and ownership 
of the centre have a comparatively immediate or delayed response. It may be the 
case that Technium centre ownership whether local authority or Welsh Assembly 
Government has an impact upon the timeliness of the response. Time delays may 
result in a missed market opportunity for the potential tenant and/or a missed 
opportunity for an eligible tenancy at a Technium centre. Also, the centre manager, 
guided by the Technium centre ownership, may be more or less able to provide a 
timely response to the tenancy application. Differences in Technium centre 
ownership are likely to contribute to operational differences such as responding to 
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tenancy applications. Typical applicant response times may vary from anything 
between two months and three/four days.  
A basic benefit/cost analysis of the Technium Network reveals the following. In terms 
of cost, the Technium Network capital costs were initially covered by European Union 
structural funds, matched largely by public sector bodies. Notably, more than 25% of 
the capital cost has been met by the private sector (Abbey et al, 2008). It has been 
forecast that by the end of 2008 the Technium Network will have created 1,297 direct 
jobs (worth £208.3 million) and 762 indirect jobs (worth £62.6 million) (Davies and 
Abbey, 2007). The combined economic impact of the Technium Network including 
direct and indirect employment, construction impact, rental income is estimated to be 
worth (at the end of 2008) £163.66 million with a benefit/cost ration of 2.71 (Davies 
and Abbey, 2007).  
 
Table 5.2 Technium Income and Expenditure 2001-02 to 2009-2010 
   
 
Technium Centre 
 
 
Income 
£ 
 
Expenditure 
£ 
Swansea Technium 1 1,175,625 1,325,150 
Swansea Technium 2 1,215,051 784,211 
Technium Performance Engineering 
(Llanelli) 
87,381 656.011 
Technium Sustainable 
Technologies (Baglan) 
363,403 642,185 
Technium Digital (Swansea) 653,258 222,750 
EMC2 (Port Talbot) 2,144,989 4,381,234 
Technium CAST (Bangor) 930,558 3,167,087 
Technium Aberystwyth 15,374 283,187 
@Wales 204,313 634,338 
Sony Technium (Pencoed) 117,028 263,838 
 
Total 
 
6,906,984 
 
12, 359,996 
 
Source: Williamson (2010) 
 
Of the ten Technium Centres listed in Table 5.2 only Swansea Technium 2 and 
Technium Digital (Swansea) have incomes which exceed their expenditure. 
Analysing the income and expenditure accounts of the Technium centres is only one 
way of considering the comparative success or failure of the Technium Network and 
its centres. Other indicators include: occupancy rates, when all ten Technium centres 
were open, the occupancy rate was 46 per cent as compared with the best practice 
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benchmark of 85 per cent (DTZ, 2010). Another indicator is that of number of jobs 
created, the original target of jobs created was 1684, the actual figure achieved of 
986 falls short of the original target (DTZ, 2010). There have also been success 
stories such as the number of patents and trademarks awarded to Technium tenants. 
The original target of 54 has been exceeded by 25 (DTZ, 2010). 
 
5.2 Research Methods 
This chapter attempts to evaluate the less tangible products of the Technium 
Network. To achieve the project aim, mixed methods are employed. A positivist 
stance is adopted to measure the innovation outcomes from the Technium Network. 
To explore the impact social capital has upon innovation, the approach adopted is a 
positivist statistical analysis of social capital influences. Coupled with the positivist 
analysis, a phenomenological interpretation of stakeholder views relating to the 
extent of social capital constructs and their impact on levels of innovation will be 
carried out. 
 
Data from the Technium Network has been collected via several methods. Firstly, a 
survey undertaken across the Technium Network was designed to capture the 
presence and extent of innovative activity and social capital indicators. The 
questionnaire-based survey has been designed to acquire evidence of forms of 
social capital such as generic, bonding and bridging, forms of innovation such as 
traditionally-measured, hidden, and social. The questionnaire also explores the 
presence of cooperation and collaboration at Technium centres. The questionnaire is 
shown in Appendix I. The names, email addresses and industrial sector of operation 
of all active business tenants across the Technium centre network were collected via 
the Technium Network website. The 48 active tenants were then contacted by  
telephone and/or email and asked to complete the questionnaire. A follow-up 
reminder email was sent one week after the first round of requests to complete the 
questionnaire. A total of 25 usable questionnaires were returned, with a response 
rate of 46 per cent, from business tenants and analysed. 
 
Secondly, interviews were held with a representative group of Technium 
stakeholders. The Interview Handbook is stated in Appendix IV. The interviewees 
were the following: two Technium centre managers, one from a Welsh Assembly-run 
 159 
Technium and one from a local authority-run Technium; and eight business tenants 
(four from Welsh Assembly-run Technium centres and four from non-Welsh 
Assembly-run centres). The interviewees are listed in Appendix V.  
 
5.2.1 Programme Evaluation 
Typically, research projects evaluating Technium have focused upon business tenant 
occupancy rates and the cost per job created. Technium centre managers are 
required to complete reports for different stakeholders such as the Technium Centre 
Management Board, the Welsh Assembly Government and/or local authority, and in 
most cases the Welsh European Funding Office (WEFO).  
 
5.3 Findings and Analysis 
Activity at Technium centres contributes to higher order, less tangible objectives of 
creating virtuous circles of social capital. In particular, evidence of generic, bonding 
and bridging social capital and cooperation and collaboration is exposed and related 
to innovation outcomes. The innovation outcomes explored include both traditional 
innovation metrics such as R&D activity, hidden innovation, and social innovation. 
 
5.3.1 Business Tenants’ Activity and Technium Network Objectives 
When asked with whom they collaborated 68 per cent of those who responded 
indicated they collaborated with universities, 50 per cent of respondents said they 
collaborated with customers, 50 per cent collaborated with suppliers, 19 per cent with 
research organisations, 12 per cent with competitors, and 6 per cent with the local 
community. The collaborator categories which recorded nil responses were further 
education colleges and local or national government. Indeed, as stated by Smith 
(2006) and Miles and Green (2008), the presence of collaboration makes it more 
likely that innovation will take place. 
 
In terms of factors ‘kick-starting’ innovation at a Technium centre, the most popular 
amongst business tenants is their customers/clients (69 per cent of respondents). 
This corresponds to stage one of Utterback and Abernathey’s (1975) classification of 
the innovative firms’ model. This response combined with the outcomes of the earlier 
collaboration question is indicative of a comparatively high level of activity amongst 
members and their clients. The remaining respondents, 31 per cent indicated that a 
technical opportunity was the most important factor. This result may reflect the 
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Technium tenant eligibility criteria that Technium-based business ought to be ‘based 
in science or technology led sectors’ (Technium, 2009). 
 
Table 5.3 Technium Network Objectives – Mean and Mode Data 
Technium Network Objectives Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
Technium  provides opportunities for 
partnerships to be formed 
2.92 4 1.152 
The culture at the Technium centre 
welcomes change 
3.08 4 .997 
Technium provides suitable facilities  4.24 5 1.012 
Technium provides specialist support  2.60 2a 1.080 
Technium provides opportunities to link 
with university based expertise. 
3.24 3 1.012 
a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown. N=25 
 
Some of the key innovation related Technium Network objectives are explored in 
Table 5.3. As may be expected, given interview responses such as ‘the biggest value 
Technium gives us is the building itself’ (Interviewee I) and ‘Technium is basically 
about having a readymade place to move into’ (Interviewee J), the statement 
exploring respondents’ perception of the facilities at Technium has a comparatively 
high mean score of 4.24 (mode 5) indicating agreement/strong agreement by 
business tenants. Other categories, such as the provision of specialist support and 
opportunities to link with university-based expertise, record comparatively low 
mean/mode scores. The provision of specialist support is one of the key aspects as 
stated in Table 5.0 of being located at a Technium. A mean score of 2.60 is 
comparatively low. This is also reflected in some of the interviewee comments, for 
example ‘there is a centralised lab space available but it’s not staffed and not being 
used’ (Interviewee J). A fundamental element of the rationale to establish Technium 
centres was the building of business-academia links. The mean score for this 
category indicates a comparatively indifferent response. This too is reflected in the 
comments from the interviewees. For instance, Interviewee C states ‘Technium links 
with the university are poor it’s not Technium’s fault, it is the university, they’re not 
interested’. Similarly, Interviewee I stated that ‘collaboration with the university is too 
slow, they have a different mindset’, conversely Interviewee H considers the local 
university to be ‘a valuable source of expertise on-tap at Technium’.    
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5.3.2 Innovation Drivers 
There are a variety of innovation drivers identified at the Technium Network. The 
drivers may be split into two categories. Firstly, innovation drivers associated with 
physical resources and space, and secondly drivers that relate to the businesses’ 
operations. The physical resources and space available for networking is considered 
by interviewees to be a driver.  
 
For example, Interviewee G praises the areas set aside for social areas, this he says 
allows business tenants to ‘hang-out together and network together’. The specialist 
Technium centres often have specialist laboratory space with specialist staff 
available on-site; this, stated Interviewee J, ‘is great for prototyping’. Businesses are 
generally located in ‘high spec office space’ (Interviewee G). Technium centres 
typically offer extremely high-speed connectivity; this, stated Interviewee E, ‘was one 
of the main reasons why we chose Technium as our base’. Others such as 
Interviewee C consider the connectivity speed at Technium to be fundamental to his 
business success.  
 
There are a number of initiatives to which Technium centre managers expose their 
business tenants. Interviewee A spoke of the learning journey initiative which he 
described as a ‘self-learning opportunity’ for tenants. The Technium centre managers 
themselves can be considered to be an innovation driver. For example, Interviewee 
D considered the centre manager to be ‘empathetic to our business needs’ especially 
access to finance.  
 
Interviewee G considers Technium to be an appropriate environment for new 
businesses at the incubation stage in their life cycle ‘new businesses can grow 
quickly by bringing in expertise and support for free or at low cost via Technium’. 
Business expertise such as selling techniques is readily available at Technium 
centres. The onsite presence of Welsh Assembly Government staff is praised by a 
tenant responding to an open question from the survey ‘Welsh Assembly 
Government staff understand the process of getting the most out of universities and 
the grant system’.  
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The location of the Technium centres across Wales may also be considered to be an 
innovation driver. Technium Digital, Technium Optic and Technium CAST (all sector 
specific Technium centres) are located where tenants can easily access university-
based expertise. Technium Optic has access to academics from across the UK and 
is able to ‘draw on academics knowledge’ (Interviewee B). Innovation as considered 
by Technium tenants typically requires commercialisation of products, processes, 
and/or services. To support commercialisation Technium centre tenants can ‘tap into 
the Welsh market’ (Interviewee A). Interviewee I enthused about the impression 
given to customers by being located at a Technium centre. He said that being based 
at Technium ‘delivers credibility to the company, after all we could be in a tin shed in 
Llansamlet, this is far more impressive’. He continued alluding to the high levels of 
confidence resultant of being based at Technium as being there ‘makes us look and 
feel bigger than we are’.   
 
5.3.3 Traditionally-Measured Innovation 
The issue of whether product/service development is incrementally or radically 
undertaken by tenants has received a mixed response. The survey data stated in 
Table 5.3 records a mean of 3.23 indicating a rather mixed response. The interviews 
undertaken also reflect this mixed response. The interview response to the 
incremental or radical innovation question from Interviewee J is a typical one. 
Interviewee J describes a combination of incremental and radical innovative activity 
when he said ‘early stage technology projects are usually incremental, on occasion 
big step radical development and substantial improvement’.  Interviewee I tells a 
similar story. He considers innovation to be ‘initially radical with innovation being front 
loaded, subsequent improvements then tend to be incremental’. Another tenant, 
Interviewee C also has a mix of incremental and radical innovation at his business 
stating that his ‘core business is incremental with our development side being 
radical’. Other tenants such as Interviewees D and E consider innovation to be 
almost wholly incremental. This may be explained by the fact that both have 
businesses which use existing technology as opposed to developing their own. 
However, Interviewee I believes that it does not matter in what form innovation 
appears there are ‘no rules, we look for innovation in whatever form that it comes in 
there are no barriers’.  
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Table 5.4 Traditionally-Measured Innovation – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators of Traditionally-Measured 
Innovation 
Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
My business’ product and/or service 
development is always incremental                   
3.28 2 1.339 
We often convert ideas into something 
our community wants. 
3.08 3a 1.352 
Our organisation spends a comparatively 
large amount of money on Research and 
Development 
3.08 4 1.256 
During the last 12 months we have 
significantly changed at least one of our 
products and/or services 
4.24 4a .879 
During the last 12 months we have 
significantly changed at least one of our 
processes 
4.08 4 1.077 
a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown. N=25 
 
The survey statement response which may be the most surprising in this section, 
given the requirement to engage in R&D as stated in Table 5.4, relates to the 
comparatively large amount of money spent on R&D. The response is rather 
indifferent, this may be indicative of the limited financial resources available for R&D 
or the diverse mix of business tenants’ size and industry sector of operation. For 
instance, of the tenants interviewed, the business focus varied from cutting edge 
‘smart chemistry’ research to the provision of website design services. As may be 
expected, given the entry criteria listed in Table 5.1, business tenants at Technium 
record comparatively high mean scores for the significant change in products and/or 
services, and significant change in processes statements.  
 
As may be expected, the mean scores for the categories exploring whether tenants 
have significantly changed at least one of their products and/or services; or have 
significantly changed at least one of their processes, are comparatively high at 4.24 
and 4.08 respectively, as shown in Table 5.4.. The tenant entry criteria detailed in 
Table 5.1 outline an expectation that Technium tenants will ‘be innovative high 
growth companies’ and ‘have developed a good knowledge of the appropriate 
market’. Both entry requirements build an expectation of product, service, or process 
change.  
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5.3.4 Hidden Innovation 
All facets of hidden innovation explored in the survey, such as the introduction of new 
working practices; new ways of managing resources; training on new 
products/processes; understanding knowledge from outside the organisation; and a 
culture supportive of new ideas, have a comparatively high modal score in the agree 
or strongly agree Likert scale categories, as may be seen in Table 5.5. A 
comparatively indifferent mean score was recorded for the introduction of new 
working practices and worthwhile training indicators of hidden innovation. The 
interviews undertaken broadly concur with this observation. For example, Interviewee 
C spoke of his business becoming ‘completely paperless and far leaner as a 
consequence’. On the other hand, Interviewee I baulked when asked about changes 
in working practices, questioning the validity of working practices per se in a small 
business.  
 
A second aspect of hidden innovation recording an indifferent response is the 
successful delivery of worthwhile training for the implementation of new 
products/services or processes. There are examples from interviews with tenants 
and Technium centre managers where the Technium centre staff have been 
proactive in the design and delivery of training programmes. Interviewee A described 
training programmes designed to improve tenants’ capabilities in marketing ‘we’ve 
several technology-based businesses that are great at the techi stuff but hopeless at 
marketing’. Others such as Interviewee G describes an ongoing scenario where 
‘training events are provided by Technium but people are too busy to attend’.  
 
Another facet of hidden innovation at the tenants’ organisation is that of being good 
at absorbing knowledge from outside the organisation. Both survey and interview 
evidence indicates such activity taking place at Technium centres. Arguably, this is to 
be expected given the industrial sectors of science and technology which are 
typically home to Technium tenants. However, the contribution made by Technium 
may be questioned. There are positive contributions such as high-speed connectivity 
(Interviewees D and E) and the ‘learning journey’ to the United States of America 
organised by Technium for eight business tenants to visit and connect with cutting 
edge business practice (Interviewee A). The level of uptake in other knowledge 
exchange activities is more variable. For instance, Interviewee D describes 
‘networking events have been organised by Technium, but we’ve been too busy to 
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attend’. That sentiment is shared by Interviewee F who stated ‘there is a lack of 
incentive to be involved’ in networking events.  
 
Table 5.5 Hidden Innovation – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators of Hidden Innovation Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
 Within the last 12 months we have 
successfully introduced a new way of 
managing resources 
3.56 4 1.325 
We have successfully delivered 
worthwhile training for the 
implementation of new products, services 
or processes 
3.44 4 1.083 
We are good at understanding 
knowledge from outside the organisation 
4.32 4 .627 
Our organisational culture is supportive 
of generating new ideas 
4.12 4 .881 
N=25 
 
The final hidden innovation category that of an organisational culture being 
supportive of new ideas, unsurprisingly has a comparatively high mean score. This 
result is to be expected given the Technium tenant entry criteria detailed in Table 5.1 
which states that tenants should be exploiting intellectual property and be engaged in 
research and development. 
 
5.3.5 Social Innovation 
The third facet of innovation included in both survey and interviews is social 
innovation. All indicators of social innovation explored in the survey, whether it be 
identifying social needs, generating ideas to satisfy social need, producing goods 
and/or services designed to satisfy social needs, or evaluating the impact of output 
upon society, the mean and mode scores are comparatively low in terms of Likert 
scale scores, as can be seen in Table 5.6 below. The most frequently recorded 
responses being in the disagree and strongly disagree categories.  
 
The interviews revealed that, although most Technium business tenants do not 
actively focus their businesses directly upon social innovation outcomes, neither do 
they actively seek to damage social innovative activity. There are many opportunities 
for indirectly supporting social innovative activity. For example, software businesses 
located at Technium centres are developing products which may be subsequently 
used to support social innovation. One tenant has a customer based at a Second 
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World War memorial centre in Asia. Another Interviewee spoke of ‘being ‘aware of 
social innovation, we make sure we work with at least one charity, free of charge a 
year’.   
Table 5.6 Social Innovation – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators of Social Innovation Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
At Technium our work is of benefit to 
society (or helps solve social problems or 
helps fulfil a social need) 
2.76 3 1.234 
My organisation based at Technium  is 
able to identify social needs 
2.72 3 1.208 
My organisation based at Technium 
generates ideas to satisfy social needs 
2.60 3 1.258 
My organisation based at Technium 
produces products and/or services which 
satisfy social needs 
2.64 3 1.318 
My organisation based at Technium  
evaluates the impact our products and or 
services have upon our local community 
2.40 2 1.190 
In the last 12 months my organisation 
based at Technium has launched a 
product or service wanted and used by 
the local community 
2.20 2 1.190 
In the last 12 months Technium has 
launched a product or service wanted 
and is being used by the local community 
1.96 2 1.020 
N=25 
 
Clearly the data contained in Table 5.6 indicates that survey respondents do not 
believe that social innovation is a focus for their business’ activities. Again the 
Technium tenant entry criteria detailed in Table 5.1 is likely to have contributed to this 
outcome. Entry criterion, such as tenants should be based in a high technology or 
knowledge-based sector, although this does not preclude social innovation from 
being an outcome of tenants’ activities it arguably makes it less likely that it will 
occur.  
 
5.3.6 Generic Social Capital 
The interview and survey responses indicate a mix of comparatively positive and 
negative assessment of generic social capital indicators. A negative response is 
recorded in the survey data for solving problems collectively with other people at 
Technium - mean 1.88 (mode 1) in Table 5.7. This may be symptomatic of an 
observed bunker mentality, supported by interviewees, at the Technium centres 
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visited during data collection for this chapter. Interviewees such as Interviewee B 
spoke of the difficulty of ‘getting tenants out of their shells to meet up with other 
tenants’. This is a reflection on the organisation of subsequently poorly attended 
networking events organised by Technium centre managers. In support Interviewee 
H stated that ‘people tend to stay in their rooms’. A particularly dramatic comment is 
supplied by Interviewee B who said ‘dragging them out of their units is virtually 
impossible’. Clearly, unless tenants are proactive and meet other tenants, it is less 
likely that collective problem-solving will occur. In their defence, tenants consider 
themselves to be ‘too busy surviving to waste time’ networking with fellow tenants 
(Interviewee E). There is also evidence of Interviewees stating that they would like to 
see more networking events. Interviewees C and H wish to see more opportunities to 
network and create greater awareness of their business amongst other tenants. 
 
Table 5.7 Generic Social Capital – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators Generic Social Capital Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
I solve problems collectively with other 
people at Technium  
1.88 1 .881 
When I help others at Technium I expect 
others to help me in the future 
3.12 3 .781 
When I support others at Technium  they 
expect to support me in the future 
3.20 3 .707 
When I do someone a favour at 
Technium it is usually returned in the 
future 
3.24 3 .523 
Generally speaking, would you say that 
most people can be trusted or that you 
can’t be too careful in dealing with people 
3.56 4 .651 
I consider other tenants of Technium  to 
be trustworthy 
3.44 4 .821 
N=25 
 
Indicators of general reciprocity in the survey record an indifferent response. Given 
the comparative lack of connection between tenants as evidenced earlier in this 
section, this result may be expected. It is interesting to note that the level of general 
trust, as questioned in the penultimate statement in Table 5.7, appears to be higher 
than the level of trust existing within Technium. It is debatable whether or not this is a 
symptom of the bunker mentality discussed earlier. 
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5.3.7 Bonding Social Capital 
The interview and survey responses to questions and statements exploring bonding 
social capital indicators reveal a range of indifferent and negative responses. The 
survey data detailed in Table 5.8 is illustrative of the rather superficial level of 
engagement between tenants and between tenants and Technium centre staff. The 
level of inter-tenant engagement has been explored in the previous section; with 
tenants reluctant, due to time restraints, to regularly network with other tenants. That 
does not mean that attempts are still not made at Technium centres to facilitate 
relationships between tenants. As stated by Interviewee H ‘monthly networking 
events are organised with other tenants but they are poorly attended’. There is 
evidence to suggest that tenants are also supported by the onsite provision of 
business support services like the Welsh Assembly Government’s former Flexible 
Support for Business scheme.  
 
Table 5.8 Bonding Social Capital – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators Bonding Social Capital Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
I feel I am supported in my work by the 
Technium-based community 
3.20 4 1.155 
I have positive relationships with many 
people at Technium  
3.48 4 .963 
A culture exists of ‘mutually enforceable 
agreements’ between tenants of 
Technium  
2.68 3 .988 
Your relationships with others at 
Technium may be described as a 
virtuous circle 
2.44 3 1.003 
a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown. N=25 
 
Opportunities to create bonding social capital may be missed by Technium centre 
staff. Interviewee H expressed disappointment at the lack of exposure his business 
had with other tenants. He had anecdotal evidence of fellow tenants sub-contracting 
work to businesses similar to his own outside Technium. A related scenario is that 
described by Interviewee C ‘a new start-up business joined us (at Technium) I found 
out yesterday that they’ve contracted out work we could have done, what a waste’. 
Clearly, building bonding social capital is likely to be problematic unless there is an 
increasing incidence of attended relationship building opportunities at Technium.  
 
 169 
 
5.3.8 Bridging Social Capital 
Indicators of bridging social capital record similar responses to those for bonding 
social capital. Namely, the responses are indifferent or negative. There is a greater 
preponderance of negative responses recorded in Table 5.9; in particular, the 
indicators for gaining access to new skills and knowledge, and collective problem 
solving with individuals/organisations outside, record negative reactions. There 
appears to be confusion amongst interviewees as to what constitutes the role of 
Technium and its staff in terms of the tenants’ relations with the outside world. 
Tenants interviewed such as Interviewee C considered it to be the Technium centre 
managers’ role to facilitate links with outside agencies. Others, such as Interviewee 
J, considered his work to be so specialised that he is responsible for facilitating 
linkages with outside bodies.  
 
There is evidence of Technium centre staff successfully facilitating inputs to expose 
tenants to bridging social capital opportunities. Such opportunities range from a 
‘learning journey’ to the USA, to an introduction to the purchasing team at a local 
authority.  
 
Table 5.9 Bridging Social Capital – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators Bridging Social Capital Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
Technium has enabled me to gain 
access to external networks or groups 
3.04 4 1.306 
I have gained access to new skills via 
linkages established by Technium with 
external agencies 
2.72 1a 1.339 
I have gained access to new knowledge  
via linkages established by Technium 
with external agencies 
2.72 2 1.275 
Technium  helps me solve problems 
collectively by putting me in touch with 
individuals or organisations outside 
Technium 
2.32 1a 1.108 
a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown N=25 
 
It seems that opportunities to build bridging social capital, although created, are not 
created in sufficient quantity and quality to make a difference to business tenants at 
Technium centres.  
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5.3.9 Cooperation and Collaboration 
Interviews held reveal a rather mixed view of the Technium experience. It should be 
noted that although a mixed view is recorded, the experience is typically a positive 
one. Further, the use of supplementary questions at interview has uncovered much 
positive business tenant-focused practice. For instance in June 2010, eight business 
tenants were sponsored to take a ‘learning journey’ to the USA (Interviewee A and 
C). The outcome of the ‘learning journey’ is positive with several business tenants 
building valuable relationships as suppliers or customers or collaborators with USA-
based businesses. Also, at a more local level, the interviewees revealed that 
Technium centre staff have created opportunities for tenants to meet buyers from 
large local business and local authorities to demonstrate the capabilities of the 
tenant’s products and/or services.  
 
Clearly, business tenants appear to have been responsible for engaging in 
collaborative activity. Interviews undertaken reveal that business tenants praise the 
work undertaken by Technium centre staff to forge links with potential stakeholders in 
their business. Nevertheless, both interview and questionnaire data indicates that 
business tenants wish to receive even more support to build and maintain 
collaborative links with other organisations. There are opportunities to collaborate 
with fellow tenants at Technium. Interviewee I stated that collaboration has taken 
place with other tenants but that ‘we tend to initiate that collaboration’.  
Table 5.10 Cooperation and Collaboration – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators Cooperation and 
Collaboration 
Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
Relationships developed within Technium  
usually provide access to extra resources 
2.92 3 .954 
Technium promotes cooperation between 
its stakeholders 
2.68 2a 1.069 
Relationships developed outside 
Technium usually provide access to extra 
resources 
3.40 3 1.041 
I am more likely to cooperate with 
someone if I trust them 
4.04 4 .841 
I don’t collaborate with individuals outside 
Technium unless I trust them 
3.12 3 1.130 
To my knowledge Technium often 
actively collaborates with other 
organisations 
2.96 3 1.306 
a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown N=25 
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The survey results detailed in Table 5.10 appear again to consider the involvement of 
Technium to consist of a range of positive, indifferent or negative responses. Only 
indicator ‘I am more likely to cooperate with someone if I trust them’ has a mean 
score considered to demonstrate agreement/strong agreement with the statement. 
This outcome may be a concern to Technium centre staff in that Table 5.7 reveals 
that tenants are more likely to trust those outside Technium than those inside. 
Although trusting those outside Technium and therefore being more likely to 
collaborate with them is not necessarily problematic, it does question the efficacy of 
the Technium Network.  
 
5.3.10 Innovation Barriers 
The barriers to innovation at Technium as perceived by the interviewees are varied. 
For instance Interviewee J believes a barrier to innovation taking place at Technium 
is a lack of financial advice and subsequently opportunities for investment in 
Technium-based businesses. For example, ‘Technium does not expose its tenants to 
venture capitalists/business angels’ (Interviewee J). This lack of exposure continues 
Interviewee J limits the opportunity for ‘financial mentoring’ to take place. This may 
be considered to be an innovation barrier (Huggins, 1997). Interviewee C concurs 
with this observation, stating that greater ‘transparency of funding structures’ is 
required at the Technium. This he considers is necessary because of a perceived 
lack of financial expertise amongst Technium centre staff.  
 
Other barriers to innovation include a lack of clarity of the role of the Technium centre 
manager. For example, Interviewee C is unsure whether the centre manager ‘has 
responsibility or not for building links with potential customers and suppliers’. Such 
statements expressing confusion at the role of Technium centre staff are mirrored in 
other observations such as those of Interviewee E who spoke of a ‘lack of 
communication’ relating to Technium centre-based activities. He continued 
expressing frustration at missing opportunities to develop his business. Analogous to 
these examples is a comment from Interviewee D ‘internal Technium communication 
needs improving we’ve missed lots of opportunities to work with other tenants’. 
Further confusion occurs where there is a tripartite ownership of a Technium centre. 
There are Technium Centres where the Welsh Assembly Government, the local 
university and a management company are responsible for running the Technium 
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centre. A perceived lack of a shared understanding and application of objectives by 
the tripartite ‘owners’ causes confusion amongst tenants as to ‘who is responsible for 
what’ (Interviewee G). 
 
A number of interviewees, such as Interviewee G, consider a barrier to innovation at 
the Technium to be the lack of time due to workload that tenants have to network 
with fellow tenants. He stated ‘networking events have been held but people are just 
too busy to attend’. A lack of available time may, therefore, be considered as a 
barrier to innovation at Technium.  
 
Finally, a barrier to innovation considered to be present at the Technium by several 
interviewees was the relationship between the Technium tenants and university staff. 
Interviewee C spoke of the university ‘not being interested’. Similarly, Interviewee F 
mentioned a ‘lack of incentive on the university side to become involved with 
Technium’. Concurring with this statement Interviewee G said ‘academics have got to 
want to do it, but what is the incentive for academics’? It is clear from these 
statements that reluctance on behalf of university staff to become involved is 
inhibiting innovative practice at Technium centres.  
 
5.3.11 Correlation Analysis 
The results for the correlation analysis are presented in Tables 5.11; 5.12; and 5.13. 
In each table the explanatory variables remain the same while the dependent 
variables change from table to table. The dependent variable in Table 5.11 is 
traditionally-measured innovation, in Table 5.12 the dependent variable is hidden 
innovation and finally in Table 5.13 the dependent variable is social innovation.  
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Table 5.11 Correlations (Spearman's rho) of Indicators of Traditionally-Measured 
Innovation (dependent variable) and Indicators of Social Capital 
(explanatory variable) 
  
Traditionally-Measured Innovation 
 
 Incremental 
improvement 
Convert 
ideas 
R&D 
spending 
Changed 
products 
Changed 
process  
Generic Social Capital      
I solve problems collectively with 
other people at Technium  .220 .355 .329 .011 .053 
When I help others at Technium I 
expect others to help me in the 
future 
-.154 .232 .051 -.503* -.351 
When I support others at 
Technium  they expect to support 
me in the future 
-.437* .076 -.157 -.503* -.472* 
When I do someone a favour at 
Technium  it is usually returned in 
the future 
.062 .385 .089 -.140 -.069 
Generally speaking, would you 
say that most people can be 
trusted or that you can’t be too 
careful in dealing with people 
-.174 .340 .280 -.044 -.036 
I consider other tenants of 
Technium  to be trustworthy .227 .103 .193 .171 .157 
Bonding Social Capital      
I feel I am supported in my work 
by the Technium-based 
community 
.251 .551** .115 .172 .256 
I have positive relationships with 
many people at Technium  -.035 .485
* .170 -.214 -.107 
A culture exists of ‘mutually 
enforceable agreements’ 
between tenants of Technium  
.340 .717** .255 -.033 -.057 
Your relationships with others at 
Technium may be described as a 
virtuous circle 
-.026 .544** .395 -.193 -.180 
Bridging Social Capital      
Technium has enabled me to 
gain access to external networks 
or groups 
.280 .659** .427* .205 .263 
I have gained access to new 
skills via linkages established by 
Technium with external agencies 
.243 .620** .311 .061 .084 
I have gained access to new 
knowledge via linkages 
established by Technium with 
external agencies 
.534** .188 .346 .296 .301 
Technium helps me solve 
problems collectively by putting 
me in touch with individuals or 
organisations outside Technium 
-.015 .413* .403* -.195 -.250 
Cooperation and 
Collaboration 
     
Relationships developed within 
Technium  usually provide 
access to extra resources 
-.245 -.067 .016 -.162 -.082 
Technium promotes cooperation 
between its stakeholders .444
* .680** .358 .143 .161 
Relationships developed outside 
Technium usually provide access -.060 .434
* .124 -.161 -.025 
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to extra resources 
I am more likely to cooperate with 
someone if I trust them -.362 .045 -.363 -.267 -.129 
I don’t collaborate with individuals 
outside Technium  unless I trust 
them 
.201 .307 .114 .273 .275 
To my knowledge Technium 
often actively collaborates with 
other organisations 
.655** .488* .344 .523** .440* 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed): **. Correlation is significant at 
the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
N=25 
 
The data contained in Table 5.11 highlights any significant statistical associations 
between indicators of generic, bonding or bridging social capital, and cooperation 
and collaboration, and indicators of traditionally-measured innovation. Table 5.11 
contains several positive significant associations and several negative significant 
associations. Most positive statistically significant associations are focused upon the 
dependent variable of converting ideas into something others want. For instance, all 
categories of bonding social capital have a statistically significant association with 
this dependent variable. In particular, the categories of feeling supported by the 
Technium-based community, the existence of mutually enforceable agreements, and 
virtuous circles are statistically significantly associated.  
 
Further, aspects of bridging social capital are also statistically significantly associated 
with this dependent variable. The bridging social capital indicators of gaining access 
to external networks or groups, and gained access to new skills via links set up by 
the Technium with external agencies, appear to be the most statistically significant 
associations. Indicators of cooperation and collaboration also have statistically 
significant associations with this dependent variable. This is especially true for the 
cooperation variable Technium promotes cooperation between its stakeholders. The 
statistically significant associations identified are of interest because a key facet of 
the work taking place at the Technium is commercialising ideas or expressed 
somewhat differently, converting ideas into something others want.  
 
Other dependent variables such as incremental product/service development also 
have positive statistically significant associations. For example, the bridging social 
capital explanatory variable of gaining access to new knowledge via links established 
by the Technium are statistically significantly associated. Another explanatory 
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variable significantly associated is the collaboration indicator of the Technium actively 
collaborates with other organisations.  
 
There are also a comparatively small number of explanatory variables which are 
negatively statistically significantly associated with the dependent variables. The 
generic social capital explanatory variables of general reciprocity, such as helping 
others and expecting them to reciprocate, and supporting others they’ll expect to 
reciprocate appears to be negatively statistically significantly associated with the 
dependent variables focused upon significant change to products/services, and 
processes. This result may be related to the business-sensitive nature of significant 
change made to products/services, and processes.  
 
Table 5.12 Correlations (Spearman's rho) of Indicators of Hidden Innovation 
(dependent variable) and Indicators of Social Capital (explanatory 
variable) 
  
Hidden Innovation 
 
 Managing 
resources 
Worthwhile 
training 
Understanding 
knowledge 
Generating 
new ideas 
Generic Social Capital     
I solve problems collectively 
with other people at 
Technium  
.267 .415* -.148 .242 
When I help others at 
Technium I expect others to 
help me in the future 
-.105 -.245 -.641** -.232 
When I support others at 
Technium  they expect to 
support me in the future 
-.356 -.503* -.380 -.331 
When I do someone a favour 
at Technium it is usually 
returned in the future 
.057 .144 -.135 .210 
Generally speaking, would 
you say that most people can 
be trusted or that you can’t be 
too careful in dealing with 
people 
.176 .237 -.284 -.113 
I consider other tenants of 
Technium to be trustworthy .341 .167 -.032 .532
** 
Bonding Social Capital     
I feel I am supported in my 
work by the Technium-based 
community 
.306 -.195 .082 -.261 
I have positive relationships 
with many people at 
Technium  
-.230 .394 -.143 .054 
A culture exists of ‘mutually 
enforceable agreements’ 
between tenants of Technium  
.307 -.151 .051 .142 
Your relationships with others 
at Technium may be .204 .166 -.168 .006 
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described as a virtuous circle 
Bridging Social 
Capital 
    
Technium has enabled me to 
gain access to external 
networks or groups 
.398* .202 .075 -.034 
I have gained access to new 
skills via linkages established 
by Technium with external 
agencies 
.354 .097 -.098 -.008 
I have gained access to new 
knowledge  via linkages 
established by Technium with 
external agencies 
.609** .071 .313 .425* 
Technium  helps me solve 
problems collectively by 
putting me in touch with 
individuals or organisations 
outside Technium 
.147 .081 -.161 -.036 
Cooperation and 
Collaboration 
    
Relationships developed 
within Technium  usually 
provide access to extra 
resources 
-.230 .388 -.157 -.228 
Technium promotes 
cooperation between its 
stakeholders 
.509** .035 .050 .199 
Relationships developed 
outside Technium usually 
provide access to extra 
resources 
-.063 -.031 -.082 -.337 
I am more likely to cooperate 
with someone if I trust them -.560
** .029 -.275 -.370 
I don’t collaborate with 
individuals outside Technium  
unless I trust them 
.316 -.172 .017 -.103 
To my knowledge Technium 
often actively collaborates 
with other organisations 
.617** .090 .452* .312 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed): **. Correlation is significant at 
the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
N=25 
 
Table 5.12 also has negatively statistically significantly associated explanatory 
general reciprocity variables. This time they are negatively associated with the 
hidden innovation dependent variables of understanding knowledge and generating 
new ideas. Other negative associations include the general reciprocity variable of 
supporting others they’ll expect to reciprocate and the dependent variable of the 
delivery of worthwhile training. 
 
There are positive statistically significant associations in Table 5.12. For example, the 
generic social capital indicator of the trustworthiness of other tenants is positively 
associated with the generation of new ideas. Another explanatory variable 
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significantly associated with this dependent variable is that of gaining access to new 
knowledge via Technium linkages.  
 
The remaining Table 5.12 positive significant associations occur in cooperation and 
collaboration explanatory variable categories. For instance the promotion of 
cooperation and the Technium collaborating with other organisations are positively 
associated with the changes to the management of resources dependent variable. 
Finally, the Technium actively collaborating with other organisations is also positively 
associated with the understanding of the knowledge dependent variable. It may be 
concluded that Technium staff have a role to play in promoting cooperation and 
collaboration which may positively impact upon aspects of hidden innovation. 
 
Table 5.13 Correlations (Spearman's rho) of Indicators of Social Innovation 
(dependent variable) and Indicators of Social Capital (explanatory 
variable) 
 Social Innovation 
 Benefit 
to 
society 
Identify 
social 
needs 
Ideas 
social 
needs 
Prod/services 
social needs 
Evaluate 
the 
impact 
Tenant 
launched 
Technium 
launched 
Generic Social 
Capital 
       
I solve problems 
collectively with 
other people at 
Technium  
.264 .302 .271 .214 .283 .330 .512** 
When I help others 
at Technium I 
expect others to 
help me in the future 
.306 .480* .439* .407* .401* .439* .346 
When I support 
others at Technium  
they expect to 
support me in the 
future 
.403* .388 .410* .322 .335 .408* .256 
When I do someone 
a favour at 
Technium  it is 
usually returned in 
the future 
.242 .472* .427* .452* .324 .241 .438* 
Generally speaking, 
would you say that 
most people can be 
trusted or that you 
can’t be too careful 
in dealing with 
people 
.415* .610** .626** .550** .502* .512** .442* 
I consider other 
tenants of Technium  
to be trustworthy 
.109 .204 .211 .317 .218 .238 .442* 
Bonding Social 
Capital 
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I feel I am supported 
in my work by the 
Technium-based 
community 
.404* .481* .345 .446* .282 .258 .144 
I have positive 
relationships with 
many people at 
Technium  
.234 .062 .079 .233 .198 -.001 -.006 
A culture exists of 
‘mutually 
enforceable 
agreements’ 
between tenants of 
Technium  
.630** .660** .565** .680** .629** .555** .544** 
Your relationships 
with others at 
Technium may be 
described as a 
virtuous circle 
.700** .680** .758** .695** .771** .628** .604** 
Bridging Social 
Capital 
       
Technium has 
enabled me to gain 
access to external 
networks or groups 
.525** .430* .403* .557** .467* .404* .296 
I have gained 
access to new skills 
via linkages 
established by 
Technium with 
external agencies 
.553** .543** .509** .655** .597** .578** .414* 
I have gained 
access to new 
knowledge  via 
linkages established 
by Technium with 
external agencies 
.171 .140 .152 .172 .199 .109 .184 
Technium helps me 
solve problems 
collectively by 
putting me in touch 
with individuals or 
organisations 
outside Technium 
.641** .675** .661** .609** .683** .610** .648** 
Cooperation 
and 
Collaboration 
       
Relationships 
developed within 
Technium  usually 
provide access to 
extra resources 
.000 .043 .057 -.017 .050 -.038 .093 
Technium promotes 
cooperation 
between its 
stakeholders 
.640** .479* .472* .592** .610** .535** .450* 
Relationships 
developed outside 
Technium usually 
provide access to 
extra resources 
.387 .453* .341 .346 .163 .137 .157 
I am more likely to 
cooperate with 
someone if I trust 
them 
-.021 -.164 -.173 -.004 -.102 -.170 -.364 
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I don’t collaborate 
with individuals 
outside Technium  
unless I trust them 
.225 .247 .161 .341 .163 .216 .055 
To my knowledge 
Technium often 
actively collaborates 
with other 
organisations 
.206 .094 .059 .230 .181 .100 .159 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed): **. Correlation is significant at 
the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
N=25 
 
Table 5.13 contains a comparatively high number of statistically significant 
associations. In particular, the generic, bonding and bridging social capital 
explanatory variable categories record most of the statistically significant 
associations. For generic social capital an indicator which is statistically significantly 
associated with social innovation is that of general trust in others. This explanatory 
variable is positively associated with all of the dependent social innovation variables.  
 
Similarly all of the social innovation variables are statistically significantly associated 
with the explanatory bonding social capital variables of mutually enforceable 
agreements and virtuous circles of activity. However, it is the explanatory bridging 
social capital variables which seem to be the most likely to be statistically significantly 
associated with social innovation. With the exception of the gaining of new 
knowledge via Technium linkages all other explanatory bridging social capital 
variables are positively associated with social innovation variables. Although the data 
in Table 5.6 recording the mean and mode values of instances of social innovation at 
Technium are comparatively low it nevertheless appears that forms of social capital 
may positively contribute to indicators of social innovation.  
  
5.3.12 Technium Network Evaluation 
The form of evaluation usually applied at Technium centres is a centre manager 
reports to his/her management board, to the Welsh Assembly Government and 
Welsh European Funding Office. Worthy of note is the need to complete EU 
Monitoring Returns which record quarterly financial and output returns (DTZ, 2010). It 
should however, be noted that forms of monitoring and evaluation taking place 
across the Technium Network may differ from centre manager to centre manager 
(DTZ, 2010). Further, Interviewees A and B consider the evaluation methods to be 
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focused upon basic activity and the raison d’etre of Technium is to cultivate a 
throughput of successful innovative businesses, but that evaluation neglects activity 
such as relationship building and engagement with universities.  
 
5.4 Discussion and Conclusion 
 
5.4.1  Technium objectives  
The responses relating to Technium objectives are recorded in Table 5.3. The 
objective with the most positive outcome is the availability of suitable facilities. 
Several Interviewees, such as Interviewee C and G, concur with this result. For 
instance, Interviewee C stated that an advantage of being based at Technium is the 
‘high spec office space and connectivity advantages’ similarly, Interviewee G stated 
the ‘availability of first class lab space and equipment is the sole reason for 
choosing Technium’. Other objectives score more negatively such as the provision 
of specialist support and opportunities to link with a university. Both objectives have 
been explored in far more detail in Section 5.3.10 Innovation barriers above.  
 
5.4.2 Traditionally-Measured Innovation 
The innovative activity present at Technium is usually considered to be incremental 
(Henry, 2001; Afuah, 2003; Jones, 2003; Smith, 2006); this is corroborated by 
Interviewees C, D, E, I, and J, with statements such as that made by Interviewee I 
‘today most of our work can be described as incremental innovation but it was a 
radical innovation which informed our original business idea’. Comparatively high 
scores were received for traditionally-measured innovation factors such as 
significant changes to products and/or processes (Bessant and Tidd, 2007). 
Interestingly, Smith (2006) considers innovation to not necessarily involve a new 
product or process, but may be an incremental change or development to an 
existing product or process. If Smith’s work is applied then a dichotomy may exist in 
terms of interviewees focusing upon incremental innovation as the norm but survey 
responses indicating high scores for significant changes. It does not mean, 
however, that such outcomes need to be mutually exclusive. 
 
Another facet of traditional innovation, that of R&D expenditure, surprisingly has a 
comparatively low mean score indicating a proportionately low spend on R&D 
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(NESTA, 2007). This may be said to be surprising given the technology profile of 
many of the Technium business tenants. On the other hand, the size of tenants’ 
businesses may prohibit proportionately higher spending. It would appear from the 
survey results that Technium centre business tenants are producing outcomes 
associated with traditionally-measured innovation (Bessant and Tidd, 2007; NESTA, 
2007). 
 
One of the most frequently mentioned facets of innovation is the commercialisation 
of ideas, realised via the acceptance of products and services in the market place 
(Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 1997; Morgan and Nauwelaers, 1999; Drucker, 1991; 
Afuah, 2003; Clipson, 1991; Roper et al, 2003; Clements, 2005; Halkett, 2008; 
Dodgson et al, 2008). Given the business tenant entry criteria: to have developed a 
good knowledge of the appropriate market, and to have an established and credible 
business/marketing plan, it is clear that the expectation placed upon business 
tenants is that of the commercialisation of ideas.  
 
5.4.3 Hidden Innovation 
Indicators of hidden innovation such as the introduction of new working practices 
and the successful delivery of worthwhile training have a mixed response in the 
survey and interview data (OECD/Eurostat, 2005; European Commission, 2006; 
NESTA, 2008; Conway and Stewart, 2009; Valkama and Anttiroiko, 2009; and 
Stoneman, 2010). A possible reason for this outcome is the notion that hidden 
innovation is more likely to occur as a consequence of using existing ideas (NESTA, 
2007). As stated in the literature review hidden innovation has been labelled 
‘innovation without research’ (NESTA, 2007). Given that Technium tenants are 
required to be innovative as per the entry criteria in Table 5.1, it may be expected 
that tenants are less likely to be engaged in these particular forms of hidden 
innovation. However, not all Technium tenants are engaged in the innovation of 
novel products (Phillis et al 2008). Tenants such as Interviewees C, D, and E 
typically use existing technology to work with their customers. For instance, 
Interviewee C spoke of his organisation’s future being partially based upon 
computing technology imported from the USA.  
 
 182 
Other hidden social capital indicators such as absorbing knowledge from outside the 
organisation and an organisational culture supportive of generating new ideas 
(Read, 2000; Asheim and Isaksen, 2003; NESTA, 2008; Kozlowski and Yamin, 
2010), record more positive results from both survey and interview data collection. 
The positive result for the absorption of knowledge from outside the organisation is 
encouraging given the work of NESTA (2008) who highlighted the importance of the 
absorption of knowledge to more tangible forms of innovation.  
  
5.4.4 Social Innovation 
The evidence from the survey and the interview suggests that a comparatively small 
volume of work undertaken by Technium tenants may be classified as being social 
innovation. However, the identification and fulfilment of societal needs as stated by 
Mulgan (2006); Mulgan et al (2007); and Phillis et al (2008) as facets of social 
innovation is not excluded from the activities of tenants. Clearly, successful 
business tenants will be constantly scanning the business environment for 
opportunities whether they have a social innovation bias or not. Mulgan et al’s 
(2007) model which includes the identification and the generation of ideas to satisfy 
social needs is likely to be implicitly employed by many business tenants.  
 
Producing goods and/or services designed to satisfy social needs as expressed by 
Mulgan (2006); Mulgan et al (2007); Phillis et al (2008); and Cahill (2010) although 
scoring comparatively lowly in the mean and mode data contained in Table 5.6 
nevertheless may be an indirect outcome of the work of tenants. For example, 
Interviewee J has a business based upon the concept of smart chemistry, the 
interview held revealed that, although the current business focus was upon 
commercial uses of the technology, he recognised that the end use for his 
company’s technology was likely to fulfil a social need in the health service. A 
similar scenario is that of Interviewee I who also has a business with a health sector 
focus.  
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5.4.5 Generic Social Capital 
The data for generic social capital contained in Table 5.7 has a range of negative, 
indifferent, and positive reactions from respondents. The single negative response, 
that of solving problems collectively with others at Technium (Woolcock and 
Narayan, 2000; Ostrom and Ahn, 2003), may concern those at Technium who 
consider it to be an opportunity for academics’ work to pervade tenants’ operations 
and also for the need for onsite support to integrate with tenants’ operations.  
 
Other indicators such as general reciprocity indicators of giving and receiving help 
and favours record indifferent responses (Coleman, 1988; Putnam et al, 1993; 
Fountain, 1998). This may be considered a consequence of tenants ‘staying in their 
rooms’ and not actively engaging with other tenants. (Interviewee H). As compared 
to collective problem solving, such responses may be less of a concern for those at 
the Technium wishing to build social capital. The mean and mode scores for trust 
are more encouraging (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998; Landry et al, 2002; Bjornskov, 
2006). However, tenants appear to be more trusting of those outside the Technium 
and; this makes it less likely that cooperation and collaboration will occur with fellow 
tenants (Sweeney, 2001). 
 
Finally, the work of Huggins and Johnston (2010) may help explain the mechanics 
of social capital building at Technium centres. Social capital, state Huggins and 
Johnston (2010), is held by the individual and they question whether individuals 
seek social capital for personal or organisational gain. If this interpretation is applied 
at Technium centres, social capital construction may be more likely to occur if there 
were to be both individual and organisational gain to be achieved as a result of 
building social capital. Business tenants at Technium centres can usually be 
classified as being owner managers of their businesses, consequently any attempts 
to build social capital at Technium centres may impact upon individuals and their 
businesses simultaneously.  
 
5.4.6 Bonding Social Capital 
In terms of bonding social capital, primarily in the form of ‘mutually enforceable 
agreements’, as eluded to by Dasgupta (2000), and virtuous circles of activity, as 
described by Putnam et al (1993) and Fountain (1998), the survey responses are 
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either indifferent or negatively disposed that such activity takes place at Technium 
centres. This may be due to most business tenants working in comparative isolation 
from their fellow tenants. However, given that the tenants’ businesses may be 
currently or recently experiencing similar phases of growth or survival to a fellow 
tenant, arguably greater emphasis could be placed upon boosting bonding social 
capital. Nevertheless, any perceived artificial engineering of inter-tenant relationship 
building may be considered to be burdensome and ineffective by business tenants.  
 
In contrast, respondents to the bonding capital related statement exploring whether 
or not business tenants have positive relationships with others at a Technium centre, 
hold a more encouraging view (Putnam, 2000). Similarly, the survey results suggest 
a comparatively positive presence of the indicator, feeling supported in my work by 
the Technium-based community (Woodhouse, 2006).Thus, although business 
tenants arguably appear not to have close relationships with others at a Technium 
centre, they still categorise relationships as being positive and supportive. This in 
turn may be a good foundation for future, closer inter-tenant and tenant-Technium 
staff relationships. 
 
5.4.7 Bridging Social Capital 
The survey result for indicators of social capital may be considered disappointing, in 
that the modal scores reveal disagreement by business tenants that bridging social 
capital, such as gaining access to external skills and networks, exists at Technium 
centres (Landry et al, 2002; Woodhouse 2006; Kaasa, 2009). Similarly, indicators 
such as gaining access to skills and knowledge via links established by Technium 
also record mean and mode results of disagreement that such activity takes place 
(Woodhouse, 2008). 
 
The interviews held however disclose a different view. Tenants are being exposed 
to opportunities to obtain skills and knowledge from externally-based organisations. 
The much-vaunted ‘learning journey’ is one such opportunity. In a number of 
Technium centres, such as Technium Swansea and Technium Springboard, onsite 
advice is available from external organisations such as solicitors, intellectual 
property consultants and business support specialists. Interviewees also spoke of 
forming their own relationships with outside organisations (Interviewee J), yet others 
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such as Interviewees C and E would like to see Technium become proactively 
involved in creating opportunities for bridging social capital to be built. As stated by 
Interviewee C ‘we need help to make connections with potential customers’. 
 
5.4.8 Cooperation and Collaboration 
The indicators of cooperation and collaboration received a mixed response from the 
interviews held and questionnaires returned. Relationships developed outside the 
Technium seem to be typically more fruitful at accessing extra resources than those 
developed inside the Technium (Ahuja, 2000). In isolation this outcome may not be 
considered to be problematic but may further highlight a need to encourage the 
building of bridging social capital and subsequently more efficient and effective 
relationships with outside organisations.  
 
When asked to respond to the statement exploring the promotion of cooperation at 
the Technium, a comparatively negative response is recorded (Fukuyama, 2003). 
Rutten and Boekema (2007) and Shan et al (1994) consider cooperation to be a 
prerequisite for innovation to take place. They also believe social capital to play a 
vital role in the efficacy of cooperation-based activity. 
 
Other indicators in this category reinforce the message that trust is important for 
cooperation and collaboration to take place (Sweeney, 2001). Of interest to 
Technium stakeholders is research by Putnam et al (1993) and Beugelsdijk and van 
Shaik (2005a), who hold the view that ‘cooperation breeds trust’. If this is true, then 
cooperation and trust may become elements of a virtuous circle.  A supporter of this 
scenario is Rutten (2003) who believes that firms’ trust between organisations 
increases the likelihood of cooperation occurring. 
 
5.5 Policy Implications 
A desired state for the Technium Network and its centres is to establish a ‘pipeline’ of 
potential tenants (Interviewees A and B). Such a pipeline would enable a throughput 
of tenants. A pipeline of tenants would allow a Technium centre to act as a true 
converter/transformer of fledgling businesses into businesses which can locate and 
grow sustainably in the market place. The achievement of a pipeline would 
undoubtedly make the Technium (2008) mantra of ‘from big ideas to big business’ 
more likely to become a reality. The challenge is to establish a sustainable pipeline of 
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potential tenants. To create a pipeline of tenants other variables and forces within the 
Welsh economy are likely to require development. It may be of little use having the 
physical and support infrastructure provided by the Technium Network if there is an 
insufficient number of appropriate tenants. Without a suitably developed pipeline 
there is a danger of the Technium Network falling foul of what Cooke and Clifton 
(2005) call their ‘field of dreams’ critique of the policy of building factory units in the 
hope of attracting businesses to locate in Wales. There is a need to develop a culture 
‘up-stream’ from the Technium Network, of individuals and groups wanting and being 
able to form businesses. Such businesses may then benefit from the Technium 
experience. Clearly, the Technium opportunity should not be exclusive to businesses 
of Welsh origin. However, with post-Technium experience it is expected the business 
will locate at least part of its operation in Wales.  
 
The Technium Network via its Technium Challenge business planning competition 
which proactively attempts to establish a ‘pipeline’ of tenants (Interviewee B). Indeed, 
by the end of 2008, 121 businesses had received support via the Technium 
Challenge (Technium, 2008). There is also a Technium Challenge international 
competition. At the end of 2008 approximately 10 per cent of all tenants at Technium 
centres came through the Technium Challenge (UK and International) (Technium, 
2008), successful Technium Challenge competitors are allowed access to a 
Technium centre and the complementary support services.  
 
The most significant theme emerging from the interviews is that the Technium 
Network, its strategic and operational managers need to be more responsive to 
market need. It is clear from the research that several Technium centres are market-
orientated in their outlook and operations. However, there are others that are less 
customer-focused, more risk-averse, and lack market focus. This may result in less 
cooperation, collaboration and fewer interactions with academics and business 
support staff. 
 
It should be noted that although a ‘pipeline of tenants’ is likely to be a positive 
phenomenon there may also be negative outcomes. For instance, there may be a 
danger of weakening the tenant base. In other words the pressure to increase 
Technium centre occupancy rates may result in a ‘dumbing down’ of tenant eligibility 
 187 
criteria and consequently a weakening in the quality of the tenant stock at Technium 
centres. Also a more diverse tenant stock may limit opportunities for cooperation and 
collaboration. However, a more diverse tenant stock may lead to more innovation 
taking place. There are those, such as Interviewees A, E, G and H, who consider a 
more lenient interpretation to be more desirable in terms of occupancy rates and the 
creation of ‘vibrant business communities within Technium’ centres (Interviewee G).  
 
There are other outcomes produced by the Technium Network. For instance, the 
Technium centres are typically housed in state-of-the-art buildings and facilities. The 
local authority and Welsh Assembly Government-owned Technium centres have a 
physical infrastructure likely to attract firms to locate there. Interviewees C, E, G and 
J, and survey responses exploring the perception of physical facilities concur with 
this observation. For instance, Interviewee G spoke of the physical ‘space provided 
for networking to take place’ as an advantage for tenants at Technium centres. 
Further, the Technium centres have contributed to the renewal and localised 
development of former industrial sites. For example, the first Technium in Swansea 
docks and Technium Performance Engineering at Llanelli have been built on brown 
field sites. Arguably, the Technium centres have merely accelerated development 
that would have taken place on brown field sites regardless of Technium-based 
intervention. Further, it may be possible to contend that if Technium centres had not 
been built then the sites may have been used for more productive purposes. 
Nevertheless, whatever becomes of the Technium centre network, it will leave a 
physical legacy which may act as a locational draw to Wales. A note of caution 
expressed by Cooke and Clifton (2005) is that Technium centres may be considered 
to be merely leased office space. This view degrades Technium centres and the 
collaborative ethos underpinning them.  
 
Debatably, the true strength of the Technium Network is not its buildings and facilities 
but its people. The Technium Network ethos of supporting high growth potential 
businesses primarily via robust links with universities may be considered to be 
fundamental to the success of the Technium Network. Amongst the outcomes of the 
Technium Network are the knock-on effects resultant of a Technium centre. Such 
knock-on effects include Technium service providers such as accountants, solicitors 
and patent attorneys locating part of their operations in close proximity to Technium 
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centres (Abbey et al, 2008). There are also examples of research institutes being 
launched as a complement to the Technium Network, an example is the Institute of 
Life Sciences at Swansea. However, interviews and survey data counter the 
observations made by Abbey et al (2008), with interviewees and survey respondents 
querying the strength and frequency with which connections are made between 
business tenants and academic/business support staff. 
 
Another, product of the Technium Network is the increased likelihood that Welsh 
university graduates may work and live in Wales. It may also be the case that 
Technium centres may become the preferred choice/location for international 
graduates. This may be especially true at times when labour markets are tight. To 
further develop the notional ‘pipeline’ there needs to be a stronger pan-Wales 
programme focusing upon building more efficient and effective linkages between 
Welsh universities and the Technium Network. This is evidenced by both survey and 
interview responses highlighting a perceived deficit in such linkages existing within 
the Technium Network.  
 
Far greater, emphasis is needed to create widespread awareness and understanding 
of the Technium Network. Among the tenants interviewed, a recurrent theme is that 
they learnt of the Technium via a third party. This in itself is not a problem, but it 
relies upon individuals and groups outside the auspices of the Technium Network to 
promote Technium. 
 
1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
1 Chapter presented as a paper at the following conferences: 
MURPHY, L., THOMAS, B. and AL-HASAN, S. 2010. A preliminary evaluation of the Technium Centre Network 
Regional Science Association Annual Conference, August 2010.  
 
MURPHY, L., THOMAS, B., AL-HASAN, S. and THOMAS, A. 2010. An evaluation of the Technium Centre 
network – a social capital perspective ISBE National Conference November 2010 
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6.0     Chapter Six - Case Study – Innovation Network  
          Partnership                                                                           
 
6.1       Introduction 
The Innovation Network Partnership is designed to create an environment for 
representatives of the public sector to network and engender a culture of innovation 
across Wales. The networking aspect of the Innovation Network Partnership aims to 
facilitate a forum for innovation-based discussion to take place. In terms of this study, 
the Innovation Network Partnership case study may be said to be located 
somewhere between the Technium project and the Communities First programme 
along the hard – soft continuum described in the thesis introduction. The analysis in 
this case study makes use of the traditionally-measured, hidden and social 
innovation, and social capital concepts detailed in the literature review.  
 
6.1.1 Aim and Objectives 
With reference to the thesis research questions and hypotheses, the aim of this 
chapter is to ascertain the influence social capital may have upon levels of innovation 
at the Innovation Network Partnership. There are three objectives: firstly, to create an 
awareness and understanding of the roles and working practices of those involved in 
the Innovation Network Partnership; secondly, to determine the extent of social 
capital present at the Innovation Network Partnership; finally, to identify the extent of 
different forms of innovation at the Innovation Network Partnership. 
 
6.1.2 The Innovation Network Partnership 
The Innovation Network Partnership has a pan-Wales presence. The partnerships 
are facilitated by non-Welsh Assembly Government organisations. For example, the 
South East Wales Innovation Network Partnership is coordinated and delivered by 
the University of Glamorgan. The other three Innovation Network Partnerships in 
South West, Mid, and North Wales are all facilitated by private sector organisations.  
Innovation Network Partnership was launched in 2003, initially as a Welsh Assembly 
Government initiative. The Innovation Network Partnership has its root in the Welsh 
Assembly Government’s National Economic Development Strategy ‘Winning Wales’ 
(Welsh Assembly Government, 2002a). The partnership was also partly developed in 
response to the ‘Wales for Innovation Action Plan’ policy document (Welsh Assembly 
Government, 2002b). It may be described as a means to ‘gain a better understanding 
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of regional innovation needs and resources’ (Welsh Assembly Government, 2006). 
Further, the aim of the Innovation Network Partnership project is to ‘build, co-ordinate 
and stimulate innovation based demand in the business community and assist in the 
identification and qualification of ‘demand led’ business support services’ (Welsh 
Assembly Government, 2006).  
 
The Innovation Network Partnership’s earliest roots are to be found in the Valleys 
Innovation Partnership (VIP) founded in 1998 by Rhondda Cynon Taff County 
Borough Council, University of Glamorgan, Welsh Development Agency, and 
Pontypridd College of Further Education. VIP provided an opportunity for members to 
exchange details about projects and initiatives active within the former county of Mid 
Glamorgan. It has been described as an information ‘one-stop-shop’ and a place 
where valuable contacts are made (Business Innovation and Change, 2002).  
 
 
Figure 6.0 The Valleys Innovation Partnership 
 
Education Agencies: 
 
Colleges and 
Universities 
 
 
 
Economic 
Development 
Agencies: 
Local Authorities and 
WDA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Supporting regional innovation and 
technology development through events, 
networking and the sharing of skills. 
 
 
 
Source: Thomas (2000) 
 
 
The geographical focus for VIP was Rhondda Cynon Taff County Borough Council. 
Its basic function was to act as a communication channel between regional business 
development actors (Thomas, 2004). As illustrated in Figure 6.0 the Innovation 
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Network Partnership’s roots at VIP included a similar set of stakeholders. 
Stakeholders such as local further education colleges, universities and various 
economic development actors were/are frequent attendees at VIP and Innovation 
Network Partnership meetings.  It seems that VIP had more of an explicit focus upon 
SME development. VIP was designed to engender an ‘innovation culture through 
partnership’ (Thomas, 2000). Typically, members at Innovation Network Partnership 
meetings mirror the attendees at VIP meetings, namely, representatives from the 
educational sector and economic development agencies.  
 
VIP ceased operating and became known as Innovation Network Partnership South 
East Wales in October 2003. The Wales for Innovation Action Plan highlighted the 
need to establish a series of network partnerships, covering North, South and Mid 
Wales. 
 
The organisations charged with managing the Innovation Network Partnerships are: 
Innovation Network Partnership North Wales and Innovation Network Partnership 
South West Wales, managing agent: BIC Innovation; Innovation Network Partnership 
Mid Wales, managing agent: Menter a Busnes; Innovation Network Partnership 
South East Wales, managing agent: University of Glamorgan. 
 
The Innovation Network Partnership meetings are usually held every six to eight 
weeks. Innovation Network Partnership members are usually employed in the public 
sector. Typically their job role is in a business development capacity at a local 
authority. Of the Innovation Network Partnership meetings attended as a participant 
observer the average number of attendees are 35. The majority of members are 
employed in the education sector, local authorities and Welsh Assembly Government 
sponsored business development agencies. A comparatively small proportion of 
members are from the private sector and, on average, 9 per cent of members 
attending meetings are from the private sector. The location for the meetings 
attended varied from a state-of-the-art business incubator centre to a 19th Century 
gothic castle. 
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Table 6.0 Innovation Network Partnership Key Objectives 
 
1. 
 
A regional forum for awareness raising and discussion of matters relating to 
innovation and technology in stimulating economic generation with particular 
reference to embedding a stronger ‘culture of innovation’ within the region. 
 
 
2. 
 
Disseminate information about new, in progress and completed initiatives; 
acting as an opportunity to update and actively assist in the ‘joining up’ of 
services; and getting key project managers to talk to each other across local, 
regional, territorial, sector and organisational boundaries. 
 
 
3. 
 
Act as a partner-making hothouse to form collaborative alliances with the aim of 
supporting public sector organisations to bid for resources to assist SMEs with 
technology-based innovation; and promote the wider applications of innovation. 
 
 
4. 
 
Help build and stimulate demand for SME services and development through 
appropriate focusing of SME events and initiatives and assist in the 
identification and qualification of ‘demand-led’ business support services. 
 
 
5. 
 
Be proactive and offer opportunities for targeting new sectors and encouraging 
young entrepreneurs. 
 
 
Source: Innovation Network Partnership (2003)  
 
The capability of the Innovation Network Partnership to achieve its objectives 3, 4, 
and 5 identified in Table 6.0 has been questioned (Clemdale Associates, 2006). The 
nature of criticism is the extent to which the Innovation Network Partnership engages 
with SMEs in Wales. It may be the case that objectives 3, 4, 5 are addressed by 
Innovation Network Partnership members at their home organisation. In other words, 
the information gleaned and contacts made at Innovation Network Partnership events 
may support activity which benefits SMEs and young entrepreneurs.  
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6.1.3  Programme Evaluation 
The Innovation Network Partnership has been evaluated: by independent 
organisations such as Clemdale Associates (2006); and monthly reports and end-of-
contract reports both submitted to the Welsh Assembly Government. The feedback 
requirements include qualitative and quantitative data. The qualitative data focuses 
upon issues discussed as per the minutes of meetings and the quantitative data 
focuses upon issues such as the number of meetings held and number of attendees.  
 
At the close of each Innovation Network Partnership meeting, members are asked to 
complete a feedback sheet. The feedback required includes members’ perception of 
the event, location and catering. Members are also requested to comment upon the 
presentation(s), and make suggestions about future themes and locations for 
meetings. The resultant qualitative and quantitative data is then collated, analysed 
and evaluated by the coordinator.  
 
6.2       Research Methods 
Data for this case has been collected via a variety of methods. Firstly, data has been 
collected from a survey of members from Innovation Network Partnership North 
Wales and Innovation Network Partnership South East Wales. The survey 
undertaken at the Innovation Network Partnership aims to identify the presence and 
extent of innovative activity and social capital. The survey was designed to capture 
evidence of different forms of innovation, bonding and bridging social capital, and 
cooperation and collaboration. The survey was completed by members via an online 
questionnaire. The questionnaire is shown in Appendix II. A total of 53 usable 
questionnaires were returned and analysed, a response rate of 51 per cent.  
 
Secondly, semi-structured interviews have been held with a representative group of 
Innovation Network Partnership stakeholders. The Interview Handbook is stated in 
Appendix IV. The interviewees are listed in Appendix VI. 
 
Thirdly, participant observations were made at 12 Innovation Network Partnership 
meetings. The observations were made at Innovation Network Partnership North 
Wales and Innovation Network Partnership South East Wales events over a period of 
seven years from 2003 until 2010.  Fourthly, the minutes from Innovation Network 
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Partnership North Wales, Mid Wales, South East Wales, and South West Wales 
meetings have been analysed in terms of event theme, event activity, and event 
attendees.  
 
6.3       Findings and Analysis 
The data collected by observation, interview and survey are analysed in this section. 
The interviews undertaken largely corroborate the data collected by observation. 
There are, however, differences in understanding and interpretation of what the 
Innovation Network Partnership is and what it hopes to achieve. For instance, some 
of the Partnership chairs consider the Innovation Network to be a rather morphous 
form, questioning what actually constitutes the entity of an Innovation Network 
Partnership.  
 
6.3.1 The Format of Innovation Network Partnership Meetings 
The Innovation Network Partnership meetings attended in North and South East 
Wales, and the minutes of Innovation Network Partnership Mid and South West 
Wales, reveal that Partnership meetings are typically structured as illustrated in 
Figure 6.1. 
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Figure 6.1 Innovation Network Partnership Meeting Format 
 
 
Registration and Welcome 
 
  
 
Roundtable Discussion 
 
  
 
Themed Presentation 
 
  
 
Buffet Lunch plus Networking 
 
  
 
Possibly 2nd Themed Presentation 
 
  
 
Plenary and Close 
 
 
Source: Participant Observation and Minutes of Meetings (2003-2010) 
 
The Innovation Network Partnership entity exists in the form of the event/network 
meeting. It is best considered as a ‘network of people’ (Interviewee B). The role of 
the chair can be characterised by involvement in three stages of Innovation Network 
Partnership activity, namely, pre-, during and post meeting. The pre-meeting role 
focuses upon supporting the organisation and scheduling of the next meeting, this 
input is likely to be at least partially informed by the evaluation undertaken of the 
previous meeting. During the meeting the chair is responsible for managing the 
meeting, especially ensuring the roundtable discussion runs smoothly. Post-
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Innovation Network Partnership the chair ensures the minutes are produced and 
distributed. The chair may also adopt the role of facilitator to enable the meeting 
discussions to be on-line post meeting.  
 
6.3.2 Participant Observation at Innovation Network Partnership Meetings 
Observation undertaken at Innovation Network Partnership meetings reveals a range 
of social capital and innovation related activity and outcomes. Broadly speaking from 
observation the most productive in terms of social capital building/maintenance and 
innovative activity, Innovation Network Partnership meetings were those where a 
theme has been clearly identified. For example, a theme of ‘Welsh Regional 
Innovation Policy’ at a South East Wales meeting and ‘Energy Island’ at a North 
Wales meeting. Both events highlighted created much discussion. From both 
meetings there were many observed instances of actual and proposed cooperation 
and collaboration taking place. It was evident that, on both occasions, many of the 
most influential regional economic development stakeholders were present and took 
an active role in connecting various facets of themed-based activity.  
 
For example, at an Innovation Network Partnership North Wales meeting the major 
stakeholders in the ‘Energy Island’ project were present. Representatives from the 
Welsh Assembly Government, Anglesey County Borough Council, Bangor and 
Glyndwr Universities, Coleg Menai, Coleg Llandrillo, Deeside College, Technium 
CAST, private sector energy consultants, nuclear power representatives, and 
sustainable power stakeholders were all present at the meeting. Both presentations 
delivered augmented and galvanised the ensuing discussions. As a result it became 
apparent that many existing and new collaborations were initiated or reinforced as a 
consequence of the meeting. The event closed with a request by the chair to 
continue many of the discussions online. The chair also stated that the BIC 
Innovation website will form a hub of activity, including the posting of material 
presented and discussed at the meeting. This enables Innovation Network 
Partnership members to continue relationship building/maintenance and pursuing 
discussion threads post-Innovation Network Partnership meeting. Such a request 
and subsequent activity (if maintained) may have a profound contribution to the 
sustaining of a virtuous circle of activity.  
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Similarly, observations at Innovation Network Partnership South East Wales 
meetings reveal evidence of a culture of cooperation and collaboration between 
members of the Partnership which exists outside the network. It appears that the 
Innovation Network Partnership reinforces such relationships, whilst simultaneously 
allowing members to join and become part of an existing collaboration or network. 
Members of the Partnership may be seen to actively endorse and encourage others 
to participate in each other’s initiatives/collaborations. An example of this was the 
Partnership meeting at Abercynon in April 2010 where members from Coleg 
Morgannwg and the University of Glamorgan collaborated to form a unique project. 
This collaboration, via the Partnership meeting, is exposed to other network 
members who may, if they wish, tap into the expertise and experience resultant of 
the collaboration. There is also much evidence of organisations ‘signposting’ their 
clients to other Partnership members’ initiatives. Thus, members’ clients are more 
likely to be exposed to initiatives which are likely to be of benefit to them and/or their 
business and its clients 
 
The observations made indicate a mature network with members who have 
established long-term relationships with other members. Such relationships may or 
may not have been formed at Innovation Network Partnership meetings. However, 
observations made reveal that the aforementioned relationships are sustained, at 
least in part, by active participation at Partnership meetings. The relationships built 
and maintained as a consequence of the Partnership are highly likely to contribute to 
the creation of social capital.  
 
Further, new members of the Innovation Network Partnership were observed being 
attracted to and/or being offered an opportunity to ‘plug-in’ to other members’ 
initiatives and/or networks. It can be stated that the Partnership is a powerful tool for 
facilitating relationship building and maintenance between influential economic and 
business development stakeholders. This view of the Partnership is shared by the 
interviewees whose opinion is typically that the Innovation Network Partnership 
provides a valuable forum for relationship building and maintenance. For example, 
Interviewee G considers the Partnership to be an essential tool for relationship 
building with both potential buyers and suppliers.  
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6.3.3 Members’ Activity and Innovation Network Partnership Objectives 
The survey results reveal a mix of current and potential innovation and social capital 
initiatives. The initial question posed in the survey explores the Innovation Network 
Partnership members’ collaborative relationships with current and potential 
stakeholders. Amongst the most popular responses were that members collaborated 
with customers/clients, 85 per cent of members recorded a response to this category. 
Other category responses are as follows: the local community (57 per cent); colleges 
of further education (57 per cent); and universities (44 per cent of respondents). 
Arguably, this result may be expected given the typical Innovation Network 
Partnership member employment profile. Clearly, it is encouraging that members are 
collaborating with customers/clients and the local community. It also appears that 
Partnership members are collaborating with further and higher education institutions. 
This response is indicative of the variety of collaborative activity undertaken by 
Partnership members. This activity may be said to be a good foundation for a 
network such as the Innovation Network Partnership. In terms of factors kick-starting 
innovation at the Partnership, the most popular amongst members is their 
customers/clients (67 per cent of respondents). This corresponds to stage one of 
Utterback and Abernathey’s (1975) classification of the innovative firms’ model. This 
response combined with the outcomes of the earlier collaboration question is 
indicative of a comparatively high level of activity amongst members and their clients. 
 
The survey also explores the members’ opinion of whether the Innovation Network 
Partnership is achieving its objectives. For example, the extent to which members 
consider the Partnership moves the innovation agenda forward in Wales is 
considered in the questionnaire. For instance, when asked if the Innovation Network 
Partnership raises awareness of issues relating to innovation, 70 per cent of 
respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. Similarly, when 
asked if the Partnership meetings enable innovation-based discussion to take place, 
92 per cent of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed. Clearly, members 
consider the Partnership to facilitate a discourse of innovation. Obviously, the 
question still remains as to whether or not such discourse increases the level of 
innovative activity taking place in Wales. Nevertheless, both responses are positive 
indicators of the Partnership achieving several of its objectives. 
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Further evidence that the Partnership may be considered innovation ‘friendly’ is to  
be found in response to ‘the culture at the Innovation Network Partnership welcomes 
change’ statement; 80 per cent of responses either agreed or strongly agreed with 
the statement. The notion of the Partnership being innovation ‘friendly’ is reinforced 
by the positive responses to the statement ‘the organisational culture at the 
Innovation Network Partnership is supportive of generating new ideas (80 per cent 
either agreed or strongly agreed), and ‘the management style at the Innovation 
Network Partnership encourages the sharing of new ideas’ (80 per cent either agreed 
or strongly agreed). The extent of support by members that the Innovation Network 
Partnership is achieving its objectives is further illustrated in Table 6.1. The mean 
and mode data reveal that members typically consider the objectives of the 
Innovation Network Partnership to be fulfilled, thus, reinforcing the notion that the 
Innovation Network Partnership is a worthy means of information diffusion (Morgan 
and Nauwelaers, 1999). 
 
Table 6.1     Innovation Network Partnership Objectives – Mean and Mode Data 
 
Innovation Network Partnership 
Objectives 
Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
Raising awareness of innovation 3.81 4 .735 
Enabling discussion about innovation 3.75 4 .806 
Engendering a culture of innovation 3.77 4 .750 
Support a range of innovation projects 4.25 4 .705 
N=53 
 
The form of innovation taking place at Innovation Network Partnership meetings is 
typically described as incremental.  Interviewees B and D consider a source of 
incremental innovation to be the meeting evaluation forms. As stated by Interviewee 
D ‘the evaluation forms are vital to our planning for future meetings’, it seems that 
much of the development taking place at the Partnership originates from the 
evaluation forms. Members are asked to complete an evaluation form after each 
Partnership meeting. In terms of members’ perception of innovation at Partnership 
meetings it is considered to be incremental. Members interviewed identified 
Partnership meetings as contributing to incremental forms of innovation. Interviewees 
F and H, considered the Innovation Network Partnership contribution to innovation as 
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a ‘slow burn’. The use of the phrase slow burn describes the way in which members 
log or store each others’ details and initiatives for use at a later date. 
 
Similarly, Interviewee F also refers to the Innovation Network Partnership as acting 
as a form of ‘dating agency’, allowing members to meet and match their needs with 
other members’ initiatives. Interviewee G in his statement ‘we need more industry 
themed meetings’ on the other hand would like to see the introduction of sector-
based meetings. This, he considers, would increase the likelihood of incremental or 
possibly even radical innovation taking place. The Innovation Network Partnership 
South East Wales chair (Interviewee B) concurs with this view. Interviewees H and I 
consider the Innovation Network Partnership to be a source of information about 
potential partners.  
 
However, a factor affecting innovation such as the generation of new ideas is 
considered to require changes at the Innovation Network Partnership. Interviewee F 
stated that there is a lack of new ideas being generated at the Innovation Network 
Partnership. The South East Wales chair (Interviewee B) supports this view when 
she states that there needs to be a greater focus upon the inclusion of different 
industrial sectors and more contemporary presentation topics delivered.  
 
6.3.4 Innovation Drivers 
The drivers for innovative activity at the Partnership may be partially attributed to the 
management style and culture at the Partnership and partially due to the job roles 
performed by members. The ‘open borders’ environment created by the inclusive 
style of management at Partnership meetings is likely to be a positive influence over 
innovative activity. Interviewees F, G, and H were particularly supportive of his notion 
of open borders existing at meetings. This may be summarised by Interviewee H ‘you 
feel comfortable at meetings.... you can speak freely’. 
 
The majority of Innovation Network Partnership members have jobs which are either 
directly or indirectly linked to economic or business development functions in the 
public sector. Such roles necessitate the giving and receiving of information about 
economic and business development initiatives. This can be summarised in the 
statement ‘people need partners’ (Innovation Network Partnership South East Wales 
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chair (Interviewee B)). In other words, to succeed in their job role, individuals need to 
build both bonding and bridging social capital. This is further supported by the 
interviews undertaken with members. Interviewee G describes how a Partnership 
chair has created a network that allows people to ‘feel safe to talk’. The chair is 
described as being inclusive, even non-attendees receive updates and when 
members attend a meeting (possibly after a long absence) they are ‘welcomed as old 
friends’. Interviewee F concurs with this perception of feeling safe to talk. In his view 
there is a lack of hidden agendas, a target-free environment and no pressure placed 
upon members ‘there are no elephants in the room and we are treated as equals’. 
Indeed, the Innovation Network Partnership is viewed by interviewee F as a resource 
to ‘dip-in and dip-out of’ to suit work-based commitments.   
 
6.3.5 Traditional innovation 
The interviews held with Innovation Network Partnership members (Interviewees F, 
G, H and I) reveal that, in terms of traditional indicators of innovative activity, there 
appears to be comparatively little impact by the Partnership on members’ home 
organisation. For instance, Interviewee I considers the Innovation Network 
Partnership ‘to be more a source of information which I can use to connect my clients 
to other members innovation initiatives’. As a consequence, the support provided by 
the Innovation Network Partnership for innovation is indirect. The only survey 
statement to have a positive response by members is the statement ‘attending 
Innovation Network Partnership meetings helps incremental product or service 
improvement at my workplace’ (28 per cent disagreed or strongly disagreed). This 
can be said to support the earlier assertion that incremental innovation is the most 
likely form of innovation at the Partnership. The Innovation Network Partnership also 
appears to support ‘the conversion of ideas into something members’ clients want’ 
statement (16 per cent either disagreed or strongly disagreed). 
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Table 6.2 Traditional Innovation – Mean and Mode Data 
 
Indicators of Traditional Innovation Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
Attending Innovation Network Partnership 
meetings helps incremental product or service 
improvement at my workplace 
3.25 3 .918 
To my knowledge Innovation Network Partnership 
spends a comparatively large amount of money 
on research and development 
2.58 3 .842 
At Innovation Network Partnership we often 
convert ideas into something our members/clients 
want. 
3.25 3 .731 
When developing something new at Innovation 
Network Partnership we always seek external 
body feedback 
3.00 3 .809 
During the last 12 months as a result of attending 
Innovation Network Partnership meetings we 
have significantly changed at least one of our 
products or services at my workplace. 
2.77 2 .891 
During the last 12 months as a result of attending 
Innovation Network Partnership meetings we 
have significantly changed at least one of our 
processes at my workplace.  
2.40 3 .631 
N=53 
 
Other Indicators of traditionally-measured innovation, such as expenditure on R&D 
and changes to products/services and/or processes, do not appear as a clearly 
identifiable outcome of the Innovation Network Partnership. The survey results, as 
stated in Table 6.2 and interviews reveal indifferent responses to questions and 
statements relating to traditionally-measured innovation. This result may be expected 
given the typical public sector-based profile of members. They may be considered to 
be supporters/catalysts for traditional innovation activities, not ‘doers’ of traditional 
innovation activity. Conversely, observation made at meetings suggests that 
traditionally-measured innovation is likely to be an indirect outcome of the 
Partnership. For example, relationships reinforced between Deeside College, Bangor 
University, and Airbus at Innovation Network Partnership meetings have produced 
output considered to be traditionally-measured innovation. 
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6.3.6 Hidden innovation 
The interviewees’ responses (especially Interviewees A, E, G and H) indicate they do 
not recognise most hidden innovation activity. The only responses supporting the 
existence of hidden innovation at the Partnership were recognition of the changes to 
working practices and the openness to new ideas. In contrast, the survey results 
indicate that the Partnership positively affects forms of hidden innovation.  
 
For example, as illustrated in Table 6.3 the modal scores for statements exploring 
organisational absorption of knowledge, the generation and sharing of ideas all 
indicate agreement that the Partnership contributes positively to these outcomes. 
Indeed, 64 per cent of respondents either agree or strongly agree with the statement 
that attendance at Innovation Network Partnership meetings enables an increase in 
members’ home organisation absorptive capacity for knowledge.  
 
Table 6.3 Hidden Innovation – Mean and Mode Data 
 
Indicators of Hidden Innovation Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
As a result of attending Innovation Network 
Partnership meetings, within the last 12 months 
our organisation has successfully introduced new 
working practices 
2.40 2 .716 
As a result of attending Innovation Network 
Partnership meetings, within the last 12 months 
our organisation has successfully introduced a 
new way of managing resources 
2.45 2 .695 
As a result of attending Innovation Network 
Partnership meetings, our organisation has 
successfully delivered worthwhile training for the 
implementation of new products, services or 
processes 
2.53 3 .749 
As a result of attending Innovation Network 
Partnership meetings, our organisation is better at 
understanding knowledge from outside the 
organisation 
3.98 4 .693 
The organisational culture at Innovation Network 
Partnership is supportive of generating new ideas 
3.94 4 .663 
The management style at Innovation Network 
Partnership encourages the sharing of new ideas 
4.09 4 .597 
N=53 
 
The role played by the Innovation Network Partnership in supporting the absorption 
of knowledge from outside members’ organisations is particularly relevant given the 
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programme’s objectives. However, other hidden innovation indicators such as the 
introduction of new working practices and training record, comparatively low modal 
scores of 2 indicating disagreement that such activity is an outcome of attendance at 
meetings. This may be considered surprising given the business and economic 
development job roles of many of the members. 
 
Innovation Network Partnership South East Wales chair (Interviewee B) used the 
term ‘open borders’ to describe how the Partnership is good at absorbing knowledge 
from outside the network. If the open border perception is representative of the 
Partnership and its activities, then it may be expected that innovative activity is more 
likely to occur. Obviously, there are other factors working for and against such an 
outcome. The observations undertaken support the ‘open borders’ statement. All 
contributions made by members at Partnership meetings were heard and valued, 
most were considered to have a positive contribution to the work of the Partnership. 
This appears to happen even though members are often in competition with one 
another. For example, members representing universities and FE colleges may 
consider themselves to be in competition. Interviewee G considers his competitors to 
be future collaborators. He continued referring to the Partnership as an opportunity 
for ‘sowing the seeds’. In other words, this has a similar meaning to Interviewee F 
and H’s ‘slow burn’ in that the Partnership is viewed as an opportunity to share 
information with potential competitors, co-operators and collaborators. However, 
Interviewee E disagrees with this view. She cites examples of members being 
inhibited to contribute because of the presence of competitors. In terms of 
collaboration, a senior Welsh Assembly Government Innovation Manager 
(Interviewee A) indicated that collaboration was most likely to take place between 
universities and local authorities. He continued highlighting how the Partnership 
promotes cooperation amongst its members by exposing them to ‘windows of 
opportunity’. 
 
6.3.7 Social innovation 
The data collected from interview indicates a rather ambivalent perception of the role 
played by the Partnership in the promotion of social innovation outcomes. Both 
Interviewees B and C considered the Partnership to primarily be interested in the 
promotion of traditionally-measured and hidden innovation outcomes. For example, 
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Interviewee C stated that addressing social needs ‘belongs with another department’. 
On the other hand, members surveyed indicated positive responses to certain social 
innovation indicators. 
 
In contrast to hidden innovation, the response to statements designed to explore the 
extent of social innovation produced as a consequence of the Partnership are more 
indifferent. This may be due partially to the profile of members at the Partnership 
whose prime function is business and/or economic development, and are therefore 
focused upon business-related outcomes. Conversely, the majority of members work 
for public sector or quasi public sector organisations and it maybe is expected 
therefore that members would be focused upon and interested in social innovation. 
Nevertheless, observation and review of minutes of meetings reveal that it seems 
that the Partnership is promoting a social innovation agenda.   
 
Table 6.4 Social Innovation – Mean and Mode Data 
 
Indicators of Social Innovation Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
The work of Innovation Network Partnership is of benefit to 
society (or helps solve social problems or helps fulfil a social 
need) 
3.30 3 .463 
At Innovation Network Partnership we are able to identify 
social needs 
3.19 3 .590 
At Innovation Network Partnership we, generate ideas to 
satisfy social needs 
3.17 3 .580 
At Innovation Network Partnership we produce products 
and/or services which satisfy social needs 
3.02 3 .460 
At Innovation Network Partnership we evaluate the impact our 
products and or services have upon society 
3.09 3 .791 
As a result of Innovation Network Partnership membership In 
the last 12 months my workplace has launched a product or 
service wanted and used by the local community 
2.40 3 1.007 
In the last 12 months Innovation Network Partnership has 
launched a product or service wanted and used by the local 
community 
2.62 3 .790 
N=53 
 
All responses to the survey social innovation indicators are a mode score of 3 
(indifferent), as stated in Table 6.4. However, the percentage of responses in the 
affirmative categories, agree and strongly agree, were markedly higher than in the 
negative categories of disagree and strongly disagree. In particular, ‘the work of the 
Innovation Network Partnership is of benefit to society’ and ‘at the Innovation 
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Network Partnership we are able to identify social needs’ statements record positive 
responses. There are facets of social innovation such as ‘the launch of products or 
services wanted and used by the local community’ where the Partnership receives a 
negative response overall but a modal score of 3. This response may be unexpected 
in that public sector workers are more likely to have a focus upon the services 
provided to their local community than their private sector counterparts. 
 
6.3.8 Generic Social capital 
In terms of generic forms of social capital, the interviews reveal an expectation that 
trust between existing members facilitates mutually enforceable agreements between 
members. This trust, as stated by Interviewees H and I, contributes to a culture at the 
Partnership of general reciprocity. This is further augmented by the Partnership being 
considered by members to be ‘information pull’ rather than ‘information push’ 
(Interviewee G). This is considered to be a factor contributing to members ‘following-
up’ the links made during meetings (Interviewee F). This insight is supported by 
evidence collected by observation. The expectation created at all meetings observed 
is that of information sharing and mutual support for other members. Thus creating 
an environment where mutually enforceable agreements and general reciprocity are 
more likely to occur.  
 
Table 6.5 Generic Social Capital – Mean and Mode Data 
 
Indicators of Generic Social Capital 
 
Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
When I support others they expect to support me 
in the future 
3.13 3 .856 
When I do someone a favour at Innovation 
Network Partnership it is usually returned in the 
future 
3.43 3 .605 
Generally speaking, would you say that most 
people can be trusted or that you can’t be too 
careful in dealing with people 
3.58 4 .770 
I consider other members of Innovation Network 
Partnership  to be trustworthy 
3.92 4 .675 
N=25 
 
Further indicators of trust at Partnership meetings can be found in Table 6.5 the 
general level of trust amongst members could be said to be higher (mean 3.92) than 
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the trust members generally hold for others (mean 3.58). This could be interpreted as 
a form of value add, namely there appear to be higher levels of trust existing within 
the Innovation Network Partnership than members hold for others outside the 
Partnership. In turn, this finding may be a positive influence upon innovative activity 
at meetings. 
 
6.3.9 Bonding social capital 
The Innovation Network Partnership meetings may be considered to be 
fundamentally a one-stop-shop for information sharing and gathering. In support, a 
senior Welsh Assembly Government innovation manager (Interviewee A) stated that 
the Partnership is an efficient and effective means of sharing information about 
education and local authority-based initiatives. The qualitative responses to the 
survey open question ‘what is the single most valuable aspect of the Innovation 
Network Partnership to you’ support this view. The majority of survey responses to 
this question mention networking opportunities, partnership making opportunities or 
information/knowledge sharing. The responses may be summarised in the following 
member response to a survey open question: ‘shared learning and development, the 
feeling that or work is shared and that we are part of something bigger is incredibly 
helpful when working on a programme. Without the Innovation Network Partnership I 
would have really struggled in the first few months’. 
 
The ‘roundtable’ session is considered to be one of the most beneficial aspects of 
meetings (Interviewee H). The Partnership South East Wales Chair (Interviewee B) 
described the ‘roundtable’ activity as an opportunity to ‘make visible’ members’ 
initiatives to others. It is at this stage that there is observed evidence of the presence 
of existing and potential new relationships. Evidence characterising the existence of 
ongoing relationships is the active fostering and reinforced contribution made by 
other members in support of a member delivering his/her update during the 
roundtable discussion. This mutual support has been observed on many occasions at 
meetings. The survey responses support the observations made. As recorded in 
Table 6.6 survey respondents recorded a mode score of 4 (Likert scale agree) with 
the statement ‘I have positive relationships with others at the Innovation Network 
Partnership’. They also recorded a mode score of 4 for the statement exploring the 
presence of virtuous circles of activity. This evidence may be considered to constitute 
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bonding social capital. This form of communication is evidence of the notion of 
bonding social capital maintaining levels of Innovation Network Partnership 
members’ efficiency and effectiveness in their job role. This may be the case given 
the opportunity the roundtable discussion provides for members to share their current 
activity/initiatives and receive information from others and subsequent networking. 
 
Table 6.6 Bonding Social Capital – Mean and Mode Data 
 
Indicators of Bonding Social Capital Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
I feel I am supported in my work by the Innovation 
Network Partnership-based community 
3.40 3 .840 
I have positive relationships with many people at 
Innovation Network Partnership 
4.04 4 .831 
A culture exists at Innovation Network Partnership 
of expecting members to fulfil  promises of work 
to be completed at a later date 
3.57 4 .747 
Your relationships with others at Innovation 
Network Partnership may be described as a 
virtuous circle 
3.55 4 .695 
N=53 
 
Further, the ‘slow burn’ and ‘sowing the seed’ statements appear to have an impact 
upon the concept of virtuous circles of activity. It seems that there is evidence from 
interview and observation of virtuous circles of activity at the Partnership and that 
they impact positively upon levels of innovation. Interviewees spoke of a knock-on 
effect to cooperation and collaboration post-meeting. The form of resultant innovation 
is likely to be incremental and be aligned with the time lapse view of innovation 
(Henry, 2001).  
 
6.3.10 Bridging social capital 
Evidence of bridging social capital seems to have a focus upon accessing public 
sector housed knowledge, resources and skills. From observation there were many 
instances where members were informed how, when, and where to access 
knowledge, resources and skills. In the majority of cases observed this was not 
merely limited to information sharing but members were supported by others to 
access the knowledge resource and skills. There is also observed evidence of 
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Partnership chairs actively introducing members to each other with the agenda of 
facilitating bridging social capital.  
 
Table 6.7 Bridging Social Capital– Mean and Mode Data 
 
Indicators of Bridging Social Capital Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
Innovation Network Partnership has enabled me 
to gain access to external networks or groups 
4.06 4 .864 
I have gained access to new skills via linkages 
established by Innovation Network Partnership 
with external agencies 
3.06 3 .842 
I have relationships with a diverse range of 
organisations (external to Innovation Network 
Partnership) 
4.00 4 .832 
Innovation Network Partnership helps me solve 
problems collectively by putting me in touch with 
individuals or organisations outside Innovation 
Network Partnership 
3.49 3 .846 
N=53 
 
Indeed, one of the most frequently observed behaviours at meetings is that of 
members ‘plugging’ themselves or being ‘plugged-in’ by other members to initiatives 
and/or networks external to their current role and expertise. This is supported by 
survey responses to the statement exploring whether the Partnership enables 
members to gain access to other networks a mean score of 4.06 in Table 6.7 
suggests that members are able to access other networks. Such activity may be 
considered to be evidence of the existence of bridging social capital. In that bridging 
social capital is created when individuals and/or groups access knowledge and/or 
skills which are beyond their current localised activity and influence. Therefore 
members of the Partnership may experience the feeling of moving beyond ‘getting 
by’ to ‘getting ahead’’. This statement is supported by participant observation, 
interview responses, Clemdale Associates (2006), and the questionnaire qualitative 
responses.  For example, a themed presentation delivered at a North Wales meeting 
was observed to reinforce existing partnerships and suggesting possible future 
partnerships. Interviewees B, E, and H concur with the observation that themed 
events are more likely to result in partnerships being formed or reinforced. The 
reinforcement of existing partnerships can be likened to bonding social capital and 
possible future partnerships being bridging social capital. 
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6.3.11 Cooperation and Collaboration 
Cooperation and collaboration are present at the Innovation Network Partnership but 
to a differing extent. The data gathered by interview and observation reveals many 
examples of cooperation. The organisations cooperating are typically from different 
sub-sectors of the public sector. For example, cooperation between the University of 
Wales Newport and the former International Business Wales organisation to market 
and support the university’s wearable technology project (Interviewee F), other 
examples include cooperation between Deeside College, Bangor University, and 
Airbus. Cooperation at meetings has either been established via the Partnership 
and/or has been reinforced at the Innovation Network Partnership.  
Table 6.8 Cooperation and Collaboration– Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators of Cooperation and 
Collaboration 
Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
Relationships developed within Innovation 
Network Partnership usually provide access to 
extra resources 
3.36 3 .710 
I am more likely to cooperate with someone if I 
trust them 
4.30 4 .607 
I don’t collaborate with individuals outside my 
organisation unless I trust them 
3.38 3 1.180 
To my knowledge the Innovation Network 
Partnership network often actively collaborates 
with other organisations 
3.70 4 .575 
Innovation Network Partnership promotes 
cooperation amongst its members 
4.21 4 .661 
N=53 
 
The survey results illustrated in Table 6.8 emphasise the importance of trust to 
cooperation. A high mean score of 4.30 indicates that members typically need to trust 
others before they will engage in cooperative activities. This is ameliorated by the 
survey response to the statement exploring levels of trust amongst members and the 
promotion of cooperation. The high mean scores indicate that there are likely to be 
high levels of trust amongst members and that cooperation is promoted at the 
Partnership. This combination of high levels of trust amongst members, the 
promotion of cooperation, and recognition of the need to trust others before 
cooperation can take place may suggest that the Partnership is a fertile environment 
for cooperation to be undertaken. Further, on several occasions offers of cooperation 
have been observed. For instance, at a North Wales meeting, an offer of cooperation 
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was made by representatives from Technium CAST to representatives of the 
European Social Fund.  
 
There is less evidence of collaboration at the Innovation Network Partnership. The 
interviews undertaken indicate that collaboration is more likely to occur via bridging 
social capital connections made, which may be considered to be outside the 
parameters of the Partnership.  
 
6.3.12 Correlation Analysis  
The statistical analysis undertaken using Spearman’s rho represented in Table 6.9 
reveals significant correlations between certain indicators of bonding and bridging 
social capital and indicators of innovative activity.  
 
Table 6.9 Correlations (Spearman's rho) of Indicators of Traditionally-Measured 
Innovation (dependent variable) and Indicators of Social Capital 
(explanatory variable) 
 Traditionally-Measured Innovation 
 Incremental 
improvement 
R&D 
spending 
Convert 
ideas 
External 
feedback 
Changed 
products 
Changed 
process  
Generic Social Capital       
I solve problems collectively 
with members .069 .198 .128 .017 .109 .036 
I help others I expect others to 
help me .075 .146 .168 -.118 -274* -.273* 
Support others they expect to 
support me  .177 .024 .280
* -.059 -.073 -.129 
Do someone a favour it is 
usually returned  
.396** -.045 .223 .059 .317* .240 
Most people can be trusted .007 -.006 .237 .143 .231 .105 
Other members of Innovation 
Network Partnership  to be 
trustworthy 
-212 -.173 .151 .069 .156 .033 
Bonding Social Capital       
Supported in my work by the 
Innovation Network 
Partnership-based community 
.416** -.224 .465** ..259 .191 .144 
I have positive relationships 
with many people at 
Innovation Network 
Partnership 
.422** .040 .290 -.057 .222 .110 
Culture exists of expecting 
members to fulfil  promises 
.199 .130 .308* -.047 .264 .211 
Relationships may be .383** -.054 .244 .216 .149 .056 
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described as a virtuous circle 
Bridging Social Capital       
Enabled me to gain access to 
external networks or groups 
.414** .017 .203 -.105 .391** .227 
Gained access to new skills 
via linkages  
.456** -.301 .118 .257 .404** .313* 
I have relationships with a 
diverse range of organisations  
.130 -.201 .194 .260 .174 -.013 
Helps me solve problems 
collectively 
.443** -.058 .455** -.006 .229 .225 
Cooperation and 
Collaboration 
      
Relationships developed at 
Innovation Network 
Partnership access to extra 
resources 
.373** -.117 .379** .148 .101 .093 
Innovation Network 
Partnership promotes 
cooperation amongst its 
members 
.245 .024 .062 -.017 .227 .297* 
I am more likely to cooperate 
with someone if I trust them 
.061 .184 -.063 -.339** -.099 -.193 
I don’t collaborate with 
individuals outside unless I 
trust them 
.214 -.225 -.148 -.205 .145 .097 
Innovation Network 
Partnership network often 
actively collaborates  
.020 .153 .219 .161 -.138 -.082 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed): **. Correlation is significant at 
the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
N=53 
 
In particular, members’ feelings of being supported in the Innovation Network 
Partnership-based community is positively correlated to the conversion of ideas at 
the Partnership into something members or their clients want. Other significant 
associations include, access to new skills via linkages with external agencies 
facilitated by the Partnership appears to be positively correlated with significant 
changes in members’ organisations products and processes. This finding may be 
said to support the view that bridging social capital may contribute positively to 
achieving traditionally- measured innovation outcomes.   
 
The most frequently significantly associated dependent variable is that of attendance 
at meetings helping incremental product or service improvement at a member’s 
workplace. There are several explanatory variables which have significant 
associations with this particular dependent variable. For instance, bonding social 
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capital variables such as members feeling supported by the Partnership-based 
community; having positive relationships with other Innovation Network Partnership 
members; and bridging social capital indicators such as Partnership membership 
enabling access to external networks/groups; and the acquisition of new skills via 
linkages established by the Partnership with external agencies, all have significant 
associations. This is supported by interview evidence of Interviewees F and H stating 
that the Partnership is a ‘slow burn’. The correlation data and interview evidence 
suggest that incremental innovative activity at a range of mainly public sector and 
university institutions is enhanced by the bonding and bridging social capital created 
as a consequence of Partnership membership. 
 
There are examples of negatively correlated dependent and exploratory variables. 
Worthy of note is the significant correlation of the explanatory statement ‘I am more 
likely to cooperate with someone if I trust them’ and the dependent variable 
statement focused on the need for external feedback. It may be possible to infer that 
the increased likelihood of cooperation taking place as a result of trust may reduce 
the need for external feedback. In turn this may be interpreted as trust reducing 
transaction costs. 
 
Table 6.10 reveals a number of significant associations between explanatory and 
dependent variables. Of particular interest are the significant relationships between 
explanatory bonding social capital variables and hidden innovation dependent 
variables such as the contribution of the Innovation Network Partnership to members’ 
understanding of externally-based knowledge. Indeed, the most frequently 
significantly associated dependent variable is the understanding of externally 
sourced knowledge.  
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Table 6.10 Correlations (Spearman's rho) of Indicators of Hidden Innovation 
(dependent variable) and Indicators of Social Capital (explanatory 
variable) 
  
Hidden Innovation 
 
 Working 
practices 
Managing 
resources 
Worthwhile 
training 
Understanding 
knowledge 
Generating 
new ideas 
Sharing 
of new 
ideas 
Generic Social 
Capital 
      
I solve problems 
collectively with members 
.177 .089 .258 -.166 .081 .209 
I help others I expect 
others to help me 
-.127 -.116 -.044 .098 .084 -.058 
Support others they expect 
to support me  
-.037 -.077 -.056 .205 .136 -.193 
Do someone a favour it is 
usually returned  
.379** .266 .305* .366** .442** .228 
Most people can be trusted .007 .177 -.038 -.135 -.164 -.287 
Other members of 
Innovation Network 
Partnership  to be 
trustworthy 
.284* .155 .187 .388** .110 .009 
Bonding Social 
Capital 
      
Supported in my work by 
the Innovation Network 
Partnership-based 
community 
.148 .193 .145 .385** .376** .472** 
I have positive 
relationships with many 
people at Innovation 
Network Partnership 
.321* .216 .185 .384** .399** .521** 
Culture exists of expecting 
members to fulfil  promises 
.271* .252 .330* .367** .198 .125 
Relationships may be 
described as a virtuous 
circle 
.150 .078 .216 .395** .412** .286* 
Bridging Social 
Capital 
      
Enabled me to gain access 
to external networks or 
groups 
.234 .312* .366** .591** .036 .188 
Gained access to new 
skills via linkages  
.356** .250 .505** .224 .273* .265 
I have relationships with a 
diverse range of 
organisations  
.109 .166 .102 .240 .247 .112 
Helps me solve problems 
collectively 
.212 .179 .049 .427** .400** .285* 
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Cooperation and 
Collaboration 
      
Relationships developed at 
Innovation Network 
Partnership access to extra 
resources 
.258 .163 .270 .364** .346* .389** 
Innovation Network 
Partnership promotes 
cooperation amongst its 
members 
.196 .127 .351** .323* .366** .521** 
I am more likely to 
cooperate with someone if 
I trust them 
-.170 -.229 -.180 .058 .135 -.007 
I don’t collaborate with 
individuals outside unless I 
trust them 
.125 .151 .125 .218 .131 -.067 
Innovation Network 
Partnership network often 
actively collaborates  
-.209 -.189 -.251 .048 .033 .250 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed): **. Correlation is significant at 
the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
N=53 
 
The statistical analysis of survey responses also indicates a significant association 
between aspects of bridging social capital and evidence of hidden innovation. For 
example, the statistical analysis reveals that members accessing new skills with 
external agencies (via the Innovation Network Partnership) and the delivery of 
worthwhile training is statistically significant. There is also a positive relationship 
between accessing new skills via the Innovation Network Partnership and the 
successful introduction of new working practices. This again illustrates a relationship 
between bridging social capital and hidden innovation. 
 
Table 6.11 contains comparatively few statistically significant associations. Worthy of 
note is the access to new skills via Innovation Network Partnership linkages variable 
and its significant association with members’ ability to identify social needs and 
generate ideas to satisfy social needs. This may be a consequence of the perception 
by many interviewees especially interviewees B and C that the raison d’etre of the 
Partnership is to promote traditionally-measured and hidden forms of innovation. 
Further, the typical attendees at meetings have job roles which are 
economic/business development focused not directly focused upon archetypal social 
innovation outcomes. 
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Table 6.11 Correlations (Spearman's rho) of Indicators of Social Innovation 
(dependent variable) and Indicators of Social Capital (explanatory 
variable) 
 Social Innovation 
 Benefit 
to 
society 
Identify 
social 
needs 
Ideas 
social 
needs 
Prod/services 
social needs 
Evaluate 
the 
impact 
Member 
launched 
Innovation 
Network 
Partnership 
launched 
Generic Social 
Capital 
       
I solve problems 
collectively with 
members 
.251 .132 .147 .101 .026 .114 -.028 
I help others I expect 
others to help me 
-.056 -.089 .003 -.027  -.039 -.215 -.248 
Support others they 
expect to support me  
.035 -.063 .074 .045 -.108 -.126 -.230 
Do someone a favour it 
is usually returned  
-.042 .049 .077 .122 .146 -.063 .028 
Most people can be 
trusted 
-.137 -.327* .021 -.036 -.157 .073 .023 
Other members of 
Innovation Network 
Partnership  to be 
trustworthy 
-.018 -.111 -.234 -.153 -.130 .031 -.110 
Bonding Social 
Capital 
       
Supported in my work 
by the Innovation 
Network Partnership-
based community 
.109 .256 -.039 .122 .013 .191 .172 
I have positive 
relationships with many 
people at Innovation 
Network Partnership 
.041 -.015 -.116 -.230 -.087 .164 -.045 
Culture exists of 
expecting members to 
fulfil  promises 
-104 .089 .077 .130 .073 .102 .223 
Relationships may be 
described as a virtuous 
circle 
-.150 .177 .155 .136 .095 .274* .287* 
Bridging Social 
Capital 
       
Enabled me to gain 
access to external 
networks or groups 
-.069 -.099 -.143 -.233 -.104 .201 -.016 
Gained access to new 
skills via linkages  
-.081 .340* .339* .163 .019 .188 .104 
I have relationships with 
a diverse range of 
organisations  
-.032 .003 -.047 -.047 -.016 .195 .057 
Helps me solve 
problems collectively .240 .101 .043 .091 -.027 .064 -.055 
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Cooperation and 
Collaboration 
       
Relationships 
developed at Innovation 
Network Partnership 
provide access to extra 
resources 
-.154 .198 .080 .180 -.011 .279* .151 
Innovation Network 
Partnership promotes 
cooperation amongst its 
members 
-.054 .044 .047 -.018 .072 .117 .173 
I am more likely to 
cooperate with 
someone if I trust them 
-.316* -.109 -.161 .050 -.178 -.304* .012 
I don’t collaborate with 
individuals outside 
unless I trust them 
-.224 -.086 .038 .093 -.029 .037 -.101 
Innovation Network 
Partnership network 
often actively 
collaborates  
.217 .195 -.022 .103 .285* .049 .384** 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed): **. Correlation is significant at 
the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
N=53 
 
6.3.13 Evaluation 
It is the view of both Innovation Network Partnership chairs interviewed (Interviewees 
B and C) that the evaluation methods employed do not fully capture all Partnership 
activity and outcomes. For instance, the bonding and bridging social capital 
outcomes are largely ignored in the evaluation methods adopted. Also omitted are 
indicators of innovation activity taking place at the Partnership and subsequently at 
members’ places of work as a consequence of attending meetings. Finally, hidden 
innovation resultant of meetings is not recognised as an outcome to be recorded and 
evaluated. 
6.4       Discussion and Conclusion 
6.4.1  Innovation Network Partnership objectives  
It may be stated that the Partnership is achieving most of its objectives. In particular 
networking objectives appear to be the most likely to be achieved. The ‘roundtable’ 
introductions are considered as a key networking tool. Observations made at 
meetings identify a desire amongst members to network before, during and after the 
more formal items of the meeting’s agenda. However, it is worth noting that an 
objective such as embedding a stronger ‘culture of innovation’ may be described as 
an intangible objective and arguably difficult to evaluate (Diez and Esteban, 2000). 
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6.4.2 Traditionally-Measured Innovation  
The form of innovation taking place at Innovation Network Partnership meetings is 
typically described as incremental (Henry, 2001; Afuah, 2003; Jones, 2003; Smith, 
2006). Evidence from the empirical data such as references to ‘slow burn’ and 
‘sowing the seed’ suggests a form of incremental innovation similar to that of Henry 
(2001) and her ‘time lapse’ view of innovation.  
 
Further support for the notion that incremental innovation is perceived to be the form 
of innovation expected to occur at the Partnership is recognised by members in their 
survey responses (Henry, 2001; Afuah, 2003; Jones, 2003; Smith, 2006). The 
Partnership also seems to appear to act as an abutment to converting of ideas into 
something of use to members’ clients (Afuah, 2003). 
 
In terms of indicators of traditionally-measured innovation such as R&D expenditure 
and product/service and process change there is comparatively little survey-based 
evidence. However, participant observations at meetings in North and South East 
Wales reveal evidence of traditionally-measured innovation. The example 
mentioned earlier of Deeside College, Bangor University, and Airbus discussing 
innovation projects at meetings has produced output considered to be traditionally-
measured innovation (Afuah, 2003; NESTA, 2007; Bessant and Tidd, 2007). 
 
There are, however, instances where the Partnership outcomes appear to support 
forms of traditionally-measured innovation such as changes to products and 
processes This outcome can be said to concur the view that bridging social capital, 
as considered in the work of Sweeney (2001), Cooke et al (2005), and Kaasa (2009), 
may have positive influence helping to achieve traditionally-measured innovation 
results. 
  
6.4.3 Hidden Innovation  
In support of the Innovation Network Partnership, Sweeney (2001) advocates the 
development of networks, the purpose of which is to enable information and 
knowledge sharing. The high mean scores for information sharing and opportunities 
for knowledge absorption produced from the survey add even more support to this 
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argument. The positive contribution the Partnership seems to make to the 
understanding of knowledge outside the organisation, and its contribution to the 
generation and sharing of ideas, has implications for the interpretation of hidden 
innovation expressed by Asheim and Isaksen (2003); Cosh et al (2005); European 
Commission (2006); and NESTA (2008) in that the Partnership appears to be actively 
promoting such activity, arguably it is seen as a mainstream/core activity. This 
concentration of effort may be difficult to replicate in other organisational settings. 
 
Arguably, the comparatively free exchange of ideas and sharing of knowledge is a 
direct consequence of the interpretation by Interviewee B of the Innovation Network 
Partnership having ‘open borders’. It may be possible to state that ‘open borders’ 
can be seen to have similar connotations to the work of Cooke, Roper and Wylie 
(2002) and their ‘open social systems’ view of innovation. If that is the case, then the 
Innovation Network Partnership is more likely to make a positive contribution to 
innovative activity. Other advocates of the Partnership as a comparatively open 
system are likely to be Miles and Green (2008), who believe that formal networks 
such as professional associations make positive contributions to the generation of 
ideas. Another advocate is Ahuja (2000) and his notion of an enabler of innovative 
activity being an increase in the number of direct ties in an individual’s network, 
which may increase in an open bordered environment. 
 
6.4.4 Social Innovation  
The data collected by observation, interview and survey revealed an indifferent 
response to indicators of social innovation. The positive responses included the ‘work 
of the Partnership is of benefit to society’ indicator (Young Foundation/NESTA, 2007 
and Phillis et al, 2008) and ‘at the Innovation Network Partnership we are able to 
identify social needs’ indicator (Mulgan, 2006; Mulgan et al 2007; and Phillis et al, 
2008). The negative responses include aspects of social innovation such as ‘the 
launch of products or services wanted and used by the local community’ (Mulgan et 
al, 2007). Given the public sector work base of the majority of Partnership members 
this can be said to be an unexpected result.  
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6.4.5 Generic Social Capital and Trust 
As stated earlier in the literature review, networks which are open, efficient and 
effective in information and knowledge sharing contribute positively to innovation 
(Fountain, 1998). This statement can be said to reflect activity at the Innovation 
Network Partnership; the data gathered via observation, interview, and survey 
supports this conclusion. Further, the empirical evidence suggests the presence of 
what Fountain (1998) badges a productive network, further described by Fountain 
(1998) as a ‘mesh’ of ‘flexible peer-to-peer’ relationships. Fountain (1998) considers 
this to be a source of social capital. The data collected also reflects the egalitarian 
nature of the Partnership. The observation and interview data support this 
statement. It may be possible to draw parallels between the egalitarian culture 
perceived to exist at the Partnership and the work of Hall (2002). In Hall’s opinion 
social capital is more likely to be formed when individuals interact in ‘relative 
equality’. Indeed, as stated by Interviewee B (2010) ‘even though I’m comparatively 
low down in the food chain, I’m treated and feel like an equal at the network’.  
 
Putnam et al’s (1993) statement ‘trust lubricates cooperation’ may be said to be a 
reflection of the activity taking place at the Partnership, in that observation, interview 
and survey results reveal high levels of trust and cooperation amongst members, 
and a perception that cooperation is promoted. It may be the case that the proposal 
made by Beugelsdijk and van Schaik (2005a) that higher levels of trust usually lead 
to higher levels of cooperation may be applied to the Partnership. Therefore, it could 
be stated that trust via cooperation is promoting innovative activity. The relationship 
between cooperation and trust indicated in this case study is cemented by Putnam 
et al (1993) and Beugelsdijk and van Shaik (2005a). Other outcomes which are 
likely to occur as a result of the trust and cooperation at the Partnership is the 
lowering of transaction costs (Landry et al, 2002; Beugelsdijk and van Shaik 2005a; 
Woodhouse, 2006). Similarly, Knack and Keefer (1997) consider trust to reduce the 
necessity to keep a close check on the work of a contractor. This is expected 
because of the levels of trust at the Partnership, result in a diminishing role for 
security checks which may be made prior to embarking on a project. 
 
As stated earlier, higher levels of trust may result in increased levels of cooperation, 
which may in turn lead to lower levels of risk aversion and an increased likelihood of 
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more radical forms of innovation taking place (Akcomak and ter Weel, 2008: Kaasa, 
2009). This notion is counter to the empirical data analysed earlier. The innovative 
activity taking place at the Partnership has been described as being incremental not 
radical. Nevertheless it does not mean that radical innovation has not or will not take 
place as a consequence of activity at the Partnership.  
 
Others who support trust as being a fundamental tenet for innovative activity to take 
place include Sweeney (2001). Another aspect of trust which may have implications 
for the Partnership is the research of Woolcock and Narayan (2000) in particular 
their Network View (as illustrated in Table 2.2) can lower transaction costs and 
increase levels of knowledge sharing and innovation. Clearly, from the empirical 
data analysed there are likely to be increased levels of information and knowledge 
sharing. The extent to which this may be attributed to levels of trust at the 
Partnership is debatable. 
 
This is supported by interview data in that trust is likely to contribute to the 
facilitation of mutually enforceable agreements between Innovation Network 
Partnership members (Dasgupta, 2000). It appears from interviewees that intra- 
Partnership culture fosters activity that is analogous with general reciprocity 
(Coleman, 1988; Putnam et al, 1993; Fountain, 1998). 
 
6.4.6 Bonding Social Capital 
It appears from survey responses that bonding social capital indicators such as 
general reciprocity (Coleman, 1988; Putnam et al, 1993; Fountain, 1998) and 
virtuous circles of activity (Putnam et al, 1993; Fountain, 1998) are present at the 
Innovation Network Partnership. For instance, general reciprocity expressed as the 
expectation to help others or for others to help you in the future receives a positive 
response from Partnership members. Only 20 per cent of members disagreed or 
strongly disagreed that when a member supports a fellow member he/she expects 
reciprocal support in the future (Coleman, 1988; Putnam et al, 1993; Fountain, 1998). 
Similarly, only 24 per cent responded in the disagree or strongly disagree categories 
to the statement ‘when I help others I expect others to help me in the future’. Finally, 
the statement ‘when I do someone a favour at the Innovation Network Partnership it 
is usually returned in the future’ recorded a zero response in the disagree or strongly 
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disagree categories. The survey evidence suggests the presence and extent of social 
capital is pervasive amongst Innovation Network Partnership members. In particular, 
there is an expectation amongst members of giving and receiving support (Coleman, 
1988; and Putnam et al, 1993). This activity of giving and receiving support is similar 
to the work of Fountain (1998) when she refers to a ‘self-reinforcing’ cycle of 
relationship building and maintenance. Indeed, relationships are considered to be 
fundamental to social capital (Coleman, 1988; Ostram and Ahn, 2003; Conway and 
Steward, 2009). Again this makes it more likely that social capital and innovative 
activity will occur as a consequence of meetings. 
 
The notion of a self-reinforcing cycle being present at the Partnership is reinforced by 
the positive survey responses to the statements ‘I have positive relationship with 
others at the Innovation Network Partnership’ (Putnam, 2000). Survey respondents 
also recorded a positive response to the presence at the Partnership of virtuous 
circles of activity (Putnam et al, 1993; Fountain, 1998). Aggregated, this evidence is 
likely to contribute to the building and maintenance of bonding social capital 
(Woodhouse, 2006; and Putnam, 2000). 
 
6.4.7 Bridging Social Capital 
Indicators of bridging social capital at the Innovation Network Partnership such as 
‘gaining access to external networks or groups’ result in 68 per cent who either agree 
or strongly agree with this statement. Analogous is the response to the statement 
‘relationships developed within the Innovation Network Partnership usually provide 
access to extra resources’; only 13 per cent either disagree or strongly disagree. 
Another comparable result is that 12 per cent of respondents used the disagree or 
strongly disagree categories when reacting to the statement ‘the Innovation Network 
Partnership helps me solve problems collectively by putting me in touch with 
individuals or organisations outside the Innovation Network Partnership’. 
 
Collectively the responses to statements representing bridging social capital suggest 
there is much evidence of bridging social capital being actively fostered at the 
Partnership. Observations made at Innovation Network Partnership meetings support 
the active manner in which both bonding and bridging social capital are created and 
 223 
maintained. The omnipresent roundtable discussions may be considered as the focal 
activity for the generation and maintenance of bonding and bridging social capital.  
 
Observation, interview and survey responses indicate that the Partnership 
contributes positively to members accessing other networks (Landry et al, 2002; 
Kaasa, 2009). Bridging social capital as defined by Putnam (2000) and Woolcock 
and Narayan (2000) indicates that opportunities for members to access other 
networks are fundamental to the existence of bridging social capital. The existence of 
bridging social capital at the Partnership may enable members to move from ‘getting 
by’ to ‘getting ahead’’ as considered by Woolcock and Narayan (2000).  
 
The concept of network capital as created by Huggins (2010) arguably exists within 
the Partnership. The word arguably may apply, given that it is questionable as to the 
extent to which forms of network capital at the Partnership are structured and 
calculative. It may be the case within the Partnership that the notion of network 
capital may be applied in a more of laissez faire approach. This assertion is 
supported by both interview and observation. The Partnership chairs (Interviewees B 
and C) consider relationships and networks to emerge organically rather than be 
actively constructed. Nevertheless, the themed Partnership meetings are likely to be 
an active, albeit loosely-structured attempt at building network capital. On the other 
hand the Partnership members interviewed consider the Partnership as an 
opportunity to build network capital. Therefore, the extent to which relationship 
building is viewed as being calculative is likely to vary between Partnership chairs 
and members.  
 
From participant observation it is the case that engagement in network capital may 
be most likely to occur at the pre- and post-roundtable discussion, and lunch 
sessions. The interviews with members support this view. Ultimately though, the 
Partnership may be considered as a calculative attempt to build social capital. 
 
6.4.8 Cooperation and Collaboration 
Other, broader-based indications of social capital are levels of cooperation and 
collaboration existing at the Partnership. It is well documented in the literature that 
 224 
cooperation and collaboration are often considered to be prerequisites of innovation 
(Ahuja, 2000; Sweeney, 2001; Smith, 2006; Miles and Green, 2008). 
 
The survey results indicate the relevance of trust to cooperation (Sweeney, 2001). 
This outcome is reinforced by other survey results highlighting the extent of levels of 
trust amongst members (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998; Landry et al 2002) and the 
promotion of cooperation (Fukuyama, 2003). 
 
To summarise the results of the survey innovation sections, arguably the role the 
Partnership plays in fostering innovative activity is largely via facilitating a discourse 
of innovation, thus enabling organisations to increase the volume of knowledge they 
are able to absorb. Further, there is evidence to suggest that the Partnership 
supports organisation-based incremental innovation. The Partnership also makes a 
positive contribution to the sharing of information about pan-Wales innovation 
projects. 
 
Although there is much evidence from observation, interview, and survey responses 
of the presence of bonding social capital, it seems from correlation data that it has 
comparatively little impact upon different forms of innovation. Bridging social capital 
on the other hand appears to have a far stronger relationship with traditionally- 
measured, hidden and social innovation. This has implications for policy makers in 
terms of focusing effort and resources to actively promote sustainable opportunities 
to promote the building and maintenance of bridging social capital.  
 
6.4.9 Evaluation 
The Innovation Network Partnership targets are typically quantitative in nature. This 
may be said to neglect ethnographic approaches to evaluation proposed by those 
such as Palfrey et al (1992), Diez and Esteban (2000), and Sanchez (2000). 
Although the form of evaluation used by those at the Partnership may be considered 
to be pluralistic, it does not conform to the pluralistic expectation of those such as 
Palfrey et al (1992). It is expected that the form of evaluation applied may adversely 
affect the capacity for learning from practice at the Partnership.  
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6.4.10  Barriers to innovation 
The barriers to innovative activity at the Partnership seem to originate from the fact 
that many attendees are in competition with one another. For instance, members are 
typically employed at universities, FE colleges or local authority economic 
development departments. Inter-organisational work, especially with competitors, 
may be considered to be a difficult task to undertake (Innovation Network Partnership 
South-East Wales chair, Interviewee B). Interviewee H identifies this as being 
problematic - her statement ‘other members have stolen our ideas’ refers to 
instances when members from different organisations are engaged in competitive 
tendering for a particular Welsh Assembly Government contract.   
 
Nevertheless, inter-organisational work is considered to be worthwhile; indeed, as 
stated by the South East chair (Interviewee B) ‘unless you are crossing boundaries in 
terms of jobs, organisation and geography you are less likely to be innovative’. 
Observation made at Partnership meetings suggests that the ‘open boundaries’ 
approach taken by the Partnership chairs creates an environment conducive to 
crossing boundaries and increasing levels of innovative activity. In support, 
Interviewee G perceives the Innovation Network Partnership to be a ‘trusted, positive 
environment’ making it more likely that cross-boundary connections will be made. 
 
6.5       Policy Implications  
The extent of trust existing between members of the Partnership is undoubtedly a 
positive factor for increasing levels of innovation. It can be questioned as to whether 
the activity at the Partnership builds bonding social capital or whether the levels of 
trust existing in members before they join the network is a more influential factor. 
Given the data analysed and evaluated above there can be little doubt that the 
Partnership makes a positive contribution to the building and maintenance of both 
bonding social capital and trust. 
 
It appears from the analysis of the survey data that the Partnership is supportive of 
building both bonding and bridging social capital, although, bonding social capital 
appears to be positively correlated with certain indicators of innovative activity. 
However, it is bridging social capital which seems to be more significantly related to 
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innovation outcomes. It can be stated that policy should more closely and explicitly 
reflect the relevance of building and maintaining bridging social capital.   
 
The Partnership is creating an environment for both cooperation and collaboration to 
take place. In terms of innovation outcomes there is comparatively little evidence of 
traditionally-measured innovation and social innovation, but far more evidence of 
hidden innovation taking place.  
 
The results indicating the presence of collaborative activity reveal that the 
Partnership is actively encouraging collaboration. Yet, as stated above, just because 
the Partnership encourages collaboration, it does not necessarily mean that 
collaboration is taking place. With regard to cooperation and collaboration, many 
members at the Partnership consider trust to be a prerequisite. This is likely to be an 
important outcome, given that if trust is considered a product of social capital and 
trust is a prerequisite for cooperation and collaboration (Sweeney, 2001), then taking 
this argument a step further there are many instances in the literature of cooperation 
and collaboration being identified as key phenomena supporting innovative activity. 
Therefore, if the Partnership is to support innovative activity it may be expected to 
support the building of social capital and consequently trust, and also provide 
opportunities for cooperation and collaboration to be undertaken. 
 
The survey qualitative responses highlight the need for Partnerships to involve those 
outside the typical membership. Questionnaire respondents want to see the 
Partnership chair and coordinators involve those who can contribute to the sharing of 
excellent practice. In particular, members would like to involve individuals and 
organisations based outside Wales, thus, providing members with the opportunity to 
access information, knowledge and possibly cooperate/collaborate with individuals or 
organisations from other regions. Also members wish to see a greater online 
presence for the Partnership. For example, several members mentioned the use of 
Innovation Network Partnership-based case studies to share innovation success 
stories via a website. 
 
In order to maintain existing activity it is possible to use the Partnership as a source 
of information/knowledge to inform project funding/targeting of funding towards 
projects which are most likely to produce economic/business benefit. The rationale 
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for this being evidence of cooperation but less collaboration. It may be possible to 
contend that there is a need to turn cooperation-based activity into collaboration. To 
achieve this, there are likely to be resource and particularly funding implications.  
2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
2 Chapter presented as a paper at the following conferences: 
MURPHY, L., THOMAS, B., ANGOVE, M. and AL-HASAN, S. 2008. An evaluation of the Innovation Network 
Partnership, 13th Annual Symposium of the Academy of Marketing Special Interest Group in Entrepreneurial and 
Small Business Marketing, January 2008.  
 
MURPHY, L., THOMAS, B., GORNALL, L. and AL-HASAN, S. 2010. An evaluation of the Innovation Network 
Partnership – a social capital perspective, European Urban & Regional Studies Conference, September 2010.  
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7.0     Chapter Seven - Case Study – Communities First Project 
 
7.1        Introduction         
The Communities First Programme is a Welsh Assembly Government initiative. The 
programme is designed to improve ‘opportunities and the quality of life for people 
living and working in the most disadvantaged communities in Wales’ (Welsh 
Assembly Government, 2002). Its existence can be considered to be a response to a 
need for endogenous sustainable growth. The Communities First project calls upon 
community members to play an active part in ‘shaping the future of their 
communities’ (Welsh Assembly Government, 2004). It can be considered to be a 
proactive attempt to improve the living standards and quality of life of people living in 
deprived areas in Wales. The Communities First project may be considered to have 
its own hard-soft continuum in terms of its desirable outcomes. At the hard end is 
economic regeneration; at the softer pole (quality of life) is the notion of creating ‘can 
do’ communities (Wales Audit Office, 2009). The main themes of the Communities 
First Programme may be stated as: involvement, action, sustainability, innovation, 
entrepreneurship, problem solving and teamwork.  
 
7.1.1 Aim and Objectives 
With reference to the thesis research questions and hypotheses, the aim of this 
chapter is to ascertain the influence social capital may have upon levels of innovation 
at the Communities First project. There are three objectives; firstly, to create an 
awareness and understanding of the roles and working practices of those involved in 
the Communities First project; secondly, to determine the extent of social capital 
present at the Communities First project; finally, to identify the extent of different 
forms of innovation at the Communities First project. 
 
7.1.2 The Communities First project 
 
The Communities First project was launched in 2001 following a pilot scheme entitled 
‘People in Communities’ (introduced in 1999). It had the primary aim of ‘reducing 
poverty and helping to improve the lives of people who live in the poorest areas’ 
(Welsh Assembly Government, 2001). Initially the project included: the 100 most 
deprived electoral wards (as identified in the Welsh Index of Multiple Deprivation); 32 
sub wards (smaller areas of deprivation); and 10 sector-based/special interest 
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projects. In total 142 areas were included in the project. By 2009 an additional 46 
areas were added, producing a total of 188 areas being covered by the project 
(Wales Audit Office, 2009). The fundamental tenet of the project is that 
disadvantaged, poverty-stricken communities are caused by a number of 
multifaceted issues; for example, low levels of educational achievement, substance 
misuse, poor local housing stock, comparative lack of job opportunities, and local 
inertia (Welsh Assembly Government, 2004). The main focus of activity was and 
arguably still is capacity building; in other words, supporting the acquisition and 
development of personal and team qualities and skills, prerequisite for efficient and 
effective engagement with the project.  
 
The geographical coverage of the project extends across all four corners of Wales. 
For instance, there are Communities First partnerships on the Isle of Anglesey, in 
Wrexham, in Pembrokeshire and in Monmouthshire. The vast majority of 
partnerships are found in the valleys of South Wales incorporating the local 
authorities of: Neath Port Talbot; Bridgend; Rhondda Cynon Taff; Merthyr Tydfil; 
Caerphilly; Blaenau Gwent; and Torfaen. The partnerships differ in both population 
size and setting. In terms of population size the partnerships vary from 350 to 25,000 
people. The partnership locations also vary from rural to urban, from seaside to 
valley.  
 
The base from which Communities First partnerships operate also differs. For 
example, the five Communities First partnership areas which constitute this case 
study (Llanhilleth, Somerton Estate, Thornhill, Tredegar Park, and Trevethin) all have 
office space and in most cases onsite facilities to run a range of community-based 
activities. The best onsite facilities observed were those at Llanhilleth where 
resources and space are available to successfully run many different forms of activity 
and a variety of activities simultaneously. The facilities at Llanhilleth are located in a 
former miners’ institute. It may be considered rather ironic that Communities First, 
with its social goals, be housed in such an institute. As Interviewee A stated the 
‘goals of Communities First are very similar to those of the original Miners Institute 
objectives of health and learning’. 
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Each Communities First Partnership is expected to complete a capacity building plan, 
the purpose of which is to identify strategies and tactics to enable the community. All 
partnerships are required to complete a community action plan. The community 
action plan is produced to clarify community-based objectives and associated 
desirable action to achieve the objectives. The community action plan has to be 
agreed by the Partnership Board before it can be implemented.  
 
Most Communities First partnerships have a Grant Recipient Body. The grant 
recipient body provides funding to partnerships. It accepts funding from the Welsh 
Assembly Government and in turn funds Communities First activity, paying bills and 
salaries accrued. There may also be an employer body responsible for human 
resource functions such as payroll. The grant recipient body and the employing body 
may be one and the same. 
 
Between 2001 and 2009 expenditure by the Welsh Assembly Government on 
Communities First is a total of £214 million (Wales Audit Office, 2009). Of this total, 
£140 million has been spent upon staffing partnerships and operating projects. The 
remainder has been spent by other community groups in Communities First areas, 
the Communities First Support Network, and the financing of monitoring and 
evaluating Communities First. Funding has also been designed to encourage certain 
desirable activities.  
 
Table 7.0 Communities First Objectives (at project launch) 
  
Communities First Objectives 
 
a Building the confidence and self esteem of those living in Communities First 
areas and developing a ‘can do’ culture 
b Encouraging education and skills training for work 
c Creating job opportunities 
d Improving housing and the surrounding environment 
e Improving health and wellbeing through an active and health lifestyle and by 
addressing a range of issues that affect people’s health 
f Making communities safe and secure places in which to live, work and play 
g Driving forwards changes to the way in which public services are delivered 
 
Source: Wales Audit Office (2009) 
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The objectives listed in Table 7.0 have been considered by some to be challenging 
and ambitious (Wales Audit Office, 2009). The objectives may be considered to be 
ambitious due to the scale and variety of the problems, and challenging because of 
the range of stakeholders involved and the differences in culture and working 
practices existing between them. To measure achievement of the objectives 
identified above potentially requires the application of a multitude of performance 
indicators. Such a variety of objectives may limit the capability of Communities First 
partnerships to achieve measurable and sustainable change.  
 
Evidence from participant observation and interviews reveal many instances where 
partnership coordinators, development workers, and volunteers make substantial 
contributions to the achievement of the aforementioned objectives. 
 
Table 7.1 Communities First - Vision Framework Themes 
 Themes 
1 Jobs and business 
2 Education and training 
3 Environment 
4 Health and wellbeing 
5 Active community 
6 Crime and community safety 
 
Source: Interviews held with Communities First Partnership Coordinators 
 
As well as the objectives listed in Table 7.0, the Communities First project also has a 
set of vision framework themes, as stated in Table 7.1. The themes have been 
provided to give an additional cynosure for partnership led activities.  
 
Figure 7.0 Communities First – Typical Partnership Organisational Structure – 
Core Team 
 
Communities First Partnership Coordinator 
  
 
Extra workers, for example, youth, 
and inclusion workers may be 
funded by WAG. It is possible to 
increase the size of the team by 
drawing down extra funds 
 
Development Officers 
 
 
Administration Support 
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The membership of each partnership should adhere to the ‘three thirds’ principle 
(Wales Audit Office, 2009), namely, that a typical partnership should be made up of 
representatives from the statutory sector, the voluntary/business sector, and the local 
community. Of the Partnership Board meetings attended as a participant observer 
and the minutes of meetings analysed, in the majority of cases the three thirds 
principle was adhered to. However, in all partnership board meetings attended or 
minutes analysed there was no evidence of representation by private sector 
businesses, only those with charity status.  
 
7.1.3 Participant Observation at Communities First Partnership Board 
Meetings 
The Communities First partnership board meetings attended in the five partnership 
board areas identified in Section 7.1.2 usually followed the format stated in Figure 
7.1.  
 
Figure 7.1 Communities First Partnership Board Meeting Format 
 
 
Welcome and Introductions  
 
  
 
Minutes of previous meeting, and Matters 
Arising 
 
  
 
Presentation(s) 
 
  
 
Partnership Coordinator’s Report 
 
  
 
Sub-Committee Group minutes (Finance) 
 
  
 
Any other business and Close 
 
 
Source: Participant Observation and Minutes of Meetings (2009-2010) 
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The partnership board meetings primarily serve to discuss, amend, and ‘rubber 
stamp’ the activities and plans of the Communities First staff and volunteers in a 
partnership board area (Interviewee K). The meetings also provide a valuable 
opportunity for networking between partnership board members. On many occasions 
evidence of both bonding and bridging social capital were observed. Bonding social 
capital is present in terms of mutual support for intra-Communities First projects and 
a constant reinforcement of existing relationships. For example, at a board meeting 
observed at Thornhill the ‘green areas’ project was discussed. As the discussion 
progressed, it became apparent that there was a comparatively high degree of 
interconnection between intra-partnership board stakeholders and also with external 
stakeholders such as Bro Taff Housing Association. This illustrates the integrated 
nature of bonding social capital (intra-partnership board) and bridging social capital 
(external stakeholders working with Communities First). Frequently members were 
observed sharing their own network contacts with others, thus contributing to the 
building of bridging social capital.  
 
The partnership board meetings attended typically enabled a range of Communities 
First stakeholders to actively participate. For instance, the structure of the meetings 
provided formal inputs to be made by Communities First officers and partner 
representatives, whilst also enabling community representatives to play an active role 
in shaping proposed activities and plans. 
 
At all partnership board meetings attended for the first time, the partnership 
coordinator requested a presentation be delivered by the researcher outlining the 
focus of this thesis. The presentation delivered outlined the context and theoretical 
underpinning of the thesis. On completion of the thesis presentation, partnership 
board members were encouraged to ask questions. The questions posed typically 
explored issues as to the purpose of the research and the intended audience. In 
particular, partnership board members sought clarification that the research was not 
being undertaken for or by the Welsh Assembly Government. 
 
7.1.4 Programme Evaluation 
The Communities First project has been evaluated by both the Welsh Assembly 
Government (2006) and the Wales Audit Office (2009). The project has been 
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criticised for not having sufficiently robust management and financial structures in 
place at the time of the project launch and in its early years of existence (Wales Audit 
Office, 2009). In terms of programme level the project was not monitored until 2007. 
It was in 2007 that the Welsh Assembly Government started to scrutinise the 
structure and working practices of partnerships. The form of evaluation introduced in 
2007 was designed to monitor whether or not partnerships were achieving and/or 
working towards established target outcomes (Wales Audit Office, 2009).  
 
Currently, the prime means of recording information for the purpose of evaluation is 
the Annual Monitoring Report which is completed by partnerships. The Welsh 
Assembly Government focuses upon the use of quantitative data to undertake their 
evaluation of Communities First partnerships.  
 
7.2 Research Methods 
Data for this case has been collected via a variety of methods. Firstly, data has been 
collected from a survey of Communities First employees and volunteers from: 
Llanhilleth Communities First partnership; Somerton Estate Communities First 
partnership; Thornhill Communities First partnership; Tredegar Park Communities 
First partnership; and Trevethin Communities First partnership. The survey 
undertaken at the partnerships aims to identify the presence and extent of innovative 
activity and social capital. The survey is designed to capture evidence of different 
forms of innovation, bonding and bridging social capital, and cooperation and 
collaboration. The survey was completed by employees and volunteers via a paper-
based questionnaire. The questionnaire is shown in Appendix III. A total of 63 usable 
questionnaires were returned and analysed, a response rate of 57 per cent. 
 
Secondly, semi-structured interviews have been held with a representative group of 
Communities First employees and volunteers. The Interview Handbook is stated in 
Appendix IV. The interviewees included were a partnership coordinator, a 
development worker and one volunteer from each of the five Communities First 
partnerships listed above. The interviewees are listed in Appendix VII 
 
Thirdly, participant observations were made at five Communities First partnership 
board meetings. The observations were made at partnership board meetings at 
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Llanhilleth, Thornhill, and Trevethin during 2009 and 2010.  Fourthly, the minutes 
from partnership board meetings at Llanhilleth, Somerton Estate, Thornhill, Tredegar 
Park and Trevethin were analysed in terms of attendees/contributors and 
Communities First activity.  
 
7.3       Findings and Analysis 
This section contains the analysis of the data collected by: participant observation at 
Communities First partnership board meetings; interviews held with Communities 
First partnership coordinators; development workers and volunteers; and survey 
questionnaire.  
 
7.3.1 Members’ Activity and Communities First Project Objectives 
Survey responses to the question exploring factors which respondents consider to 
kick-start innovation at Communities First indicate that 62 per cent of respondents 
consider the local community to be the most significant factor. Of the remaining 
respondents, 36 per cent believe that the Communities First partnership coordinator 
or development workers are responsible for kick-starting innovative activity. Only 2 
per cent of respondents regard technical opportunities as the main factor kick-starting 
innovative activity.  
 
To explore whether or not survey respondents consider the Communities First project 
to be achieving its objectives, two statements in the questionnaire have been 
created. The statements consider two fundamental tenets of the Communities First 
project. Namely, the focus Communities First has in terms of partnership working and 
the impact it has upon opportunity creation and quality of life. The survey results are 
listed in Table 7.2 below. As can be seen, respondents feel strongly that 
Communities First is an environment where partnership working is promoted and that 
opportunities and improvements in quality of life are advanced. Mean scores of 4.63 
and 4.67 respectively support this assertion. Indeed, 71 per cent of all responses 
strongly agreed with the statement that the Communities First project increases 
opportunities and improves quality of life. The disagree categories recorded a nil 
responses. 
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Table 7.2 Communities First Project Objectives – Mean and Mode Data 
 
Indicators of Hidden Innovation Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
Communities First provides opportunities for 
partnerships to be formed 
4.63 5 .604 
The Communities First project increases opportunities 
and improves quality of life 
4.67 5 .568 
N=63 
 
This is also supported by interview evidence; partnership working is arguably one of 
the most frequently used terms by interviewees. The project is founded on the notion 
of partnership working. The Partnership Coordinators interviewed (Interviewees A, D, 
G, J, and M) all considered partnership working to be a vital element of their work. 
Interviewee N expressed a note of caution, stating that efficient and effective 
partnership working was most likely to be achieved by ‘working with agile partners’. 
In this context, agile may be interpreted as partners who can respond to community 
need in a comparatively short time period.  
 
7.3.2 Innovation Drivers 
In many cases the driver for innovation is twofold: the young people in a 
Communities First partnership and the Communities First coordinator/development 
workers are both responsible (Interviewee D). Indeed, Interviewee J observed young 
people to be ‘a catalyst for one another’. This observation may be expanded by 
reference to the views of Interviewee D. Interviewee D broadens the category of 
those involved in innovative activity at Communities First; she advocates the 
inclusion of ‘all relevant partners, partnerships are the key to success’.  Interviewee 
G also supports a wider populous as innovation drivers. Interviewee G considers the 
community to be the innovation drivers, providing there is a sense of community 
ownership and trust in Communities First staff and partner agencies. Finally, 
Interviewee G stated ‘you are never too old to be innovative’. Clearly, young and old 
community members working with Communities First staff and partner agencies can 
be, and indeed are, drivers for innovative activity.  
 
One of the main drivers for innovative activity identified at interview is appropriate 
training. The appropriate up-skilling of people, primarily empowering them with 
literacy and numeracy skills is considered by Interviewee D to be an innovation 
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driver. This observation ties in with the hidden innovation indicator of worthwhile 
training a mean score of 4.24 indicating a volume of training which is supportive of 
innovative activity occurring at Communities First.  
 
One of the less quantifiable drivers for innovation at the project is the ‘can do’ attitude 
of many of its partnership coordinators, development workers and volunteers. This 
may be summarised in the following statement by Interviewee K: ‘if you want to make 
things happen you must be innovative’. This is supported by Interviewee G who 
considers Communities First to be the ‘engine room, driving change in the 
community’. Both statements allude to Communities First partnerships being a 
catalyst for sustainable innovation in their area.  
 
To increase the likelihood of innovative activity occurring at Communities First, the 
community may need to be shielded from the bureaucracy of Communities First. 
Interviewee K considered minimising the contact the local community has with 
bureaucracy to be a driver for innovation. Interviewee G concurs with this, stating that 
rules and regulations can inhibit innovative activity ‘the paperwork slows everything 
down’. 
 
An innovation driver as evidenced from the interviews undertaken is a commonly 
held view of Communities First staff being ‘open to new ideas’ (Interviewee N). As a 
consequence it is more likely that innovative activity will occur. 
 
7.3.3 Traditionally-Measured Innovation 
The participant observations and interviews reveal a mix of incremental and radical 
innovation taking place at Communities First. For instance, Interviewee K considers 
most innovation at Communities First to be incremental. This is the case because 
innovation typically occurs when Communities First is engaged in ‘filling gaps where 
services are not meeting needs’ (Interviewee K). This is resultant of a gap analysis 
undertaken to see whether or not services are available and whether or not they are 
satisfying needs. This is supported by the mean score of 4.11 for project 
development being achieved step-by-step as stated in Table 7.3. Another supporter 
of gap analysis is Interviewee D. Interviewee D identifies the notion of a ‘community 
gap’ where there may be a need for radical innovation to occur in order to fill the gap.  
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Table 7.3 Traditionally-Measured Innovation – Mean and Mode Data 
 
Indicators of Traditionally-Measured 
Innovation 
Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
Project development at Communities First is always 
achieved step-by-step 
4.11 4 .785 
Communities First spends a comparatively large 
amount of money on Research and Development 
3.02 3 .852 
At Communities First we often convert ideas into 
something our community wants 
4.35 4 .744 
During the last 12 months Communities First has 
significantly changed at least one of its products and/or 
services 
3.95 4 1.128 
During the last 12 months Communities First has 
significantly changed at least one of its processes 
3.84 3 .865 
When developing something new at communities first 
we always seek external feedback 
3.92 4 .903 
N=63 
 
As stated in Table 7.3 the score for conversion of ideas into something our 
community wants scores comparatively highly. This may be because the source of 
many ideas actually comes from the community. This is corroborated with evidence 
from interview. In particular, evidence of initiatives which actively engage in the 
building of social capital are identified in Sections 7.3.8 and 7.3.10 below. 
 
7.3.4  Hidden Innovation 
Examples of hidden innovation at Communities First have been exposed by interview 
and survey analysis. The hidden innovation indicator of knowledge absorption 
records a positive response with a mean score of 4.24 signifying strong agreement 
that Communities First is good at absorbing knowledge from outside, as stated in 
Table 7.4. The interviews undertaken also reveal that Communities First may be 
considered good at absorbing knowledge from outside. For example, Interviewee K 
referred to the ‘structured learning’ that takes place with academic journals and policy 
documents. On the other hand, Interviewee M likened Communities First staff to 
‘sponges’ soaking up information from the local community. Interviewee G considers 
innovation to rely heavily upon ‘the exchange of information’. This is particularly 
important to build trust between Communities First partnerships and partner 
agencies. Interviewee A also supports this view stating that the ‘first thing to do is to 
build up a relationship and trust’ with partners. 
 
A more community-based/bottom-up approach to knowledge absorption is that 
described by Interviewees D and F. At Somerton Estate Communities First 
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partnership information was received from police service statistics and local 
community that higher than normal levels of anti-social behaviour were experienced 
by the community at Halloween. The solution developed in partnership with the police 
service is the ‘Friday Night Project’ designed to ‘take children off the street’ at times 
when anti-social behaviour is more likely to occur (Interviewee D). The ‘Friday Night 
Project’ has other hidden innovation outcomes in that community members have 
been up-skilled to work as supervisors, thus enhancing the sustainability of the 
project. The up-skilling has been achieved by training and work experience. Training 
is also recognised in Table 7.4 as being successfully delivered at Communities First. 
A mean score of 4.24 indicates agreement/strong agreement that Communities First 
successfully delivers worthwhile training. 
 
The interviews also uncovered hidden innovation in the form of changes in working 
practices. For example, Interviewee M spoke of changing working practices to 
facilitate ‘constant feedback across multi agent involvement’. The working practices 
were designed to create flexibility to ensure the sharing of knowledge and learning.  
 
Table 7.4 Hidden Innovation – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators of Hidden Innovation Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
Within the last 12 months Communities First has 
successfully introduced new ways of working 
4.08 4 .809 
Within the last 12 months Communities First has 
successfully introduced a new way of managing 
resources 
3.83 4 .890 
Communities First has successfully delivered 
worthwhile training for the introduction of new products, 
services or processes 
4.24 5 .875 
Communities First is good at understanding knowledge 
from outside the programme 
4.25 4 .740 
The organisational culture at Communities First is 
supportive of producing new ideas 
4.43 5 .817 
N=63 
 
The project can also be said to be supportive of producing new ideas. The work 
programmes used at partnerships such as Tredegar Park encourage creativity. A 
culture of supporting new ideas is also evident in the term used by Interviewee D 
namely that a ‘bottom-up’ approach is fundamental to the work of Communities First, 
meaning that the community is the prime source of new ideas. Interviewee G 
supports this by saying that Communities First staff ‘need to listen to the community’. 
This view is shared by Communities First volunteers, namely, the openness of the 
organisational culture to new ideas. Volunteers often talk of the partnership 
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coordinator’s ‘door always being open’ (Interviewees P and F), thus intimating that 
the partnership coordinator and development workers are willing to listen to new 
ideas and reflections on current practice. The contention that Communities First staff 
are open to new ideas may be summarised in the view of Interviewee G that 
Communities First staff being supportive of new ideas being an ‘absolute given’. In 
other words, being supportive is a key element in the raison d’etre of the 
Communities First project and its staff. This is further corroborated in Table 7.4, a 
mean of 4.43 in response to the statement ‘the organisational culture at Communities 
First is supportive of producing new ideas’ indicates that respondents agree/strongly 
agree with the statement.  
 
There are several examples revealed by observation and interview of capacity 
building at Communities First being primarily delivered via exposing members of the 
community to education and training programmes. Indeed, capacity building can 
increase exponentially when the trainees become trainers themselves. For example, 
Interviewee F has actively participated in a number of training programmes as a 
trainee but has now become a trainer. 
 
7.3.5 Social Innovation 
An example of social innovation has been stated in Section 7.3.4 above, namely the 
‘Friday Night Project’ at Somerton Estate Communities First partnership. This 
illustrates the mechanisms of partnership working which is so prominent in the 
participant observation, interview data and survey responses. It is also possible in 
this case to evaluate the initiative by comparing statistics for anti-social behaviour 
before and after the introduction of the ‘Friday Night Project’. A similar activity is the 
‘Bonfire Night Project’ developed at the Thornhill Communities First partnership.  
 
Both projects are resultant of partnership working, Communities First facilitating 
relationships between detached youth teams, the police service and youth service. 
The result is the ongoing delivery of the aforementioned project and possibly more 
important to the wider community a ‘greater appreciation of each others’ (service 
providers) roles’ (Interviewee G). 
 
There are many examples of social innovation revealed by observation and interview. 
The examples may be categorised into physical and activity-based social 
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innovations. The physical instances of social innovation include the Hope Centre at 
Somerton Estate Communities First. At its launch the Somerton Estate Communities 
First partnership operated out of a residential house in the community. This facility 
was considered to be wholly inadequate and not fit for purpose (Interviewees D and 
F). The Communities First staff, the local community, and partner agencies identified 
a need for a purpose-built facility. The outcome is the Hope Centre, a building which 
was conceived, designed, and financed by Communities First and its partner 
agencies. The Hope Centre is a physical resource which is home to a range of 
community-led activities and Communities First staff. Physical resource social capital 
innovations also include Cold Barn Farm and Life Station at Trevethin, and Llanhilleth 
Miners’ Institute. Activity-based social innovations include those described in this 
chapter such as the ‘Friday Night Project’ and ‘Bonfire Night Project’. Other activity-
based social innovations include the Thornhill Community Walking Group, Cosy 
Kitchen, and the American Gardens project.  
 
Table 7.5 Social Innovation – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators of Social Innovation Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
The work of Communities First is of benefit to the 
community (or helps solve social problems or helps 
fulfil a social need) 
4.73 5 .447 
At Communities First we are able to identify community 
needs 
4.65 5 .626 
At Communities First we generate ideas to satisfy 
community needs 
4.49 5 .716 
Our work at Communities First results in  products 
and/or services which satisfy community needs 
4.51 5 .592 
At Communities First we evaluate the impact our 
products and or services have upon the community 
4.52 5 .669 
In the last 12 months Communities First has launched 
a product or service wanted and is being used by the 
local community 
4.54 5 .643 
N=63 
 
The mean and mode scores recorded in Table 7.5 substantiate the interview 
evidence. This may be said to be especially true in the case of the identification of 
community need, a score of 4.65 indicates agreement/strong agreement. This is 
further corroborated by interview evidence of the ‘Big Blue Tent’, community ‘skip’ 
and ‘Action Planning Carousel’ (see Sections 7.3.8 and 7.3.10 for further details). All 
instances where community needs may be identified. 
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7.3.6 Generic Social Capital 
Explicit attempts are often made to build social capital. At Thornhill and Trevethin 
Communities First partnerships social capital is initiated by the use of community 
‘skips’. The ‘skips’ are located where local residents can deposit unwanted items. In 
parallel to this activity, Communities First staff set up a gazebo nearby offering 
refreshments. The use of the ‘skip’ encourages people to come out onto the street 
and then subsequently to the Communities First gazebo.  A similar scheme is the 
‘Big Blue Tent’ initiative at Trevethin. Communities First staff offer refreshments and 
‘a listening ear’ to local residents (Interviewee M). Both initiatives result in 
Communities First staff being able to network with local residents and for local 
residents to network with each other. Consequently, local residents have the 
opportunity to share their ideas with other residents and Communities First staff. The 
community ‘skip’ and ‘Big Blue Tent’ activities encourage the sharing of information 
and knowledge, from Communities First to local residents, from local residents to 
Communities First, and from local residents to local residents.  
 
At the Tredegar Park Communities First project the partnership coordinator 
(Interviewee K) believes that her work should ‘focus upon those who probably don’t 
engage’ rather than those who can do things for themselves. The issue of 
engagement in this context refers to the lack of communication and positive 
relationships individuals and family groups have with others in their local community. 
Building social capital is a means of increasing levels of positive engagement.  
 
The building of sustainable social capital in Communities First partnership areas is 
partly dependent upon the communication/publicising of project outcomes. Such 
communication may make it more likely that the local community will ‘believe in you’ 
(Interviewee G). This reinforces the expectation that members of the local community 
hold that ‘promises made will be fulfilled’ (Interviewee G). Interviewee G considers 
that trust is more likely to be built if project outcomes are publicised. Indeed, trust is 
considered to be ‘vital to the success of the relationship between Communities First 
and its partner agencies’ (Interviewee G).  
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Table 7.6 Generic Social Capital – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators of Generic Social Capital Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
I solve problems collectively with other people at 
Communities First 
4.51 5 .644 
When I help others at Communities First I expect 
others to help me in the future 
3.62 4 1.142 
When I support others at Communities First they 
expect to support me in the future 
3.57 3 1.043 
When I do someone a favour at Communities First it is 
usually returned in the future 
3.89 4 .863 
Generally speaking, would you say that most people 
can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in 
dealing with people 
3.81 3 .895 
I consider other volunteers and/or employees at 
Communities First to be trustworthy 
4.49 5 .592 
N=63 
 
The survey data in Table 7.6 reveals higher levels of trust amongst Communities 
First staff and volunteers compared to general levels of trust. The mean score of 4.49 
(mode 5) for the consideration that other members of Communities First are 
trustworthy compared to a mean of 3.81 (mode 3) for general levels of trust. This is 
relevant given the importance placed upon trust by interview participants such as 
Interviewee G. There is also a feeling amongst respondents that they can solve 
problems collectively with others at Communities First (mean 4.51). 
 
7.3.7 Bonding Social Capital 
The building of bonding social capital is aided by the widely held belief (supported by 
participant observation and interview) that Communities First has a culture of 
‘treating people as equals’ (Interviewee A, D, H, and J). This may be summed up by 
Interviewee D in her statement ‘we all work together, no job titles, all sharing 
responsibility’. Interviewee D continues describing an expectation of ‘supporting one 
another’; both Interviewees E and F concur with this view.  Interviewee G also agrees 
by stating that ‘trust, respect and equality are fundamental to bringing about change’.  
 
Evidence of bonding social capital at Communities First partnerships can be 
summarised in a statement made by Interviewee F. She considers the work of 
Communities First to result in ‘pulling together for the common good’. This statement 
could be said to epitomise what Communities First is and what it does. Interviewee A 
agrees, stating that in her opinion Communities First is the ‘glue to hold projects 
together’, Interviewees D, E, G, M, N, and O in particular agree with this sentiment. 
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For instance, Interviewee G referred to Communities First as a means of ‘working 
together to make things happen’. 
 
An example of bonding social capital may be found in the ‘Sustainable Livelihoods 
Approaches’ project at Tredegar Park Communities First partnership. This is a case 
of bonding social capital because of the manner in which volunteers provide mutual 
support for each other whilst creating sustainable livelihoods. A similar 
bonding/bridging social capital initiative is the ‘Getting Involved in Newport’ initiative. 
This project focuses upon intra- and inter-community working. A further outcome 
from this initiative is the increase in confidence felt by participants (Interviewee K). 
Both activities are examples supporting the view of Interviewee O that ‘activity 
generates more activity’ thus creating virtuous circles of activity. 
 
Table 7.7 Bonding Social Capital – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators of Bonding Social Capital Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
I feel I am supported in my work by the Communities 
First-based community 
4.52 5 .644 
I have positive relationships with many people at 
Communities First 
4.63 5 .517 
A culture exists at the Communities First project of 
expecting fellow workers to fulfil  promises of work to 
be completed 
4.24 4 .756 
Your relationships with others at Communities First 
may be described as a virtuous circle 
4.37 5 .809 
N=63 
 
The mean and mode data in Table 7.7 supports the interview evidence that bonding 
social capital is a core element in workings of Communities First partnerships. 
Feelings of being supported, having positive relationships, and being part of a 
virtuous circle (mean scores of 4.52, 4.63, and 4.37 respectively) are indicative of the 
presence of bonding social capital at Communities First.  
 
7.3.8 Bridging Social Capital 
There is evidence of bridging social capital occurring at Communities First 
partnerships. The volunteers interviewed frequently spoke of approaching a 
partnership coordinator and/or development worker with an idea for an activity or 
project and being directed to an individual or organisation who could help. 
Interviewees C and F spoke of a typical retort from Communities First staff being ‘I 
know who can do that’. Interviewee F continues by saying ‘it’s not what you know, it’s 
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who you know that matters’. Similarly, Interviewee M spoke of Communities First staff 
acting as a ‘go between’ helping realise the potential of project ideas. The interview 
evidence strongly suggests that bridging social capital is fundamental to the working 
practices and outcomes at Communities First.  
 
A more structured approach to building bridging social capital is practised at 
Trevethin Communities First partnership. Communities First staff at Trevethin use 
their ‘Action Planning Carousel’ to connect their local community to partner agencies 
such as the police service, youth workers, community safety, and the local health 
board. The ‘Action Planning Carousel’ is a physical space where partner agencies 
are all present at the same time with Communities First staff to actively engage with 
the local community. A similar, less structured process is that described by 
Interviewee B for the evolution of the Brynithel Activity Group. In its embryonic form 
the Brynithel Activity Group was an idea generated by a Communities First 
Development Worker, later driven by the community. To help the action group grow 
and become sustainable bridging social capital was built (with the help of 
Communities First) between the Brynithel Activity Group and the British Trust for 
Conservation Volunteers.  
 
As one of the fundamental tenets of the Communities First project, partnership 
working can be considered to be a proactive attempt to build bridging social capital. 
Interviewees A, G, and M in particular were eulogistical about partnership working at 
Communities First. The aforementioned Interviewees spoke of the way in which 
Communities First partners are seemingly constantly involved and engaged with the 
activities of Communities First. For example, Interviewee M stated that Communities 
First is the ‘vehicle that brings all partners together’. 
 
One of the best examples of partnership working in practice is Thornhill Communities 
First partnership. Interviewee G spoke of partners such as the police service meeting 
with Communities First staff at least once or twice a week with the purpose of driving 
forward projects. The Thornhill Communities First partnership is considered to be the 
‘heart or hub of the area’ (Interviewee G). 
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A key factor in the success of bridging social capital is trust: trust initially that the 
partners suggested by Communities First staff are appropriate and then trust in the 
partner to deliver on expectations. It is likely that if bridging social capital is present, 
then trust levels may increase between Communities First volunteers, staff, and 
partner agencies. Interviewee G spoke of the increase in trust resultant of partnership 
working. An example of the importance of trust in enabling bridging social capital is 
the Sure-start and Home-start social innovation initiatives at Somerton Estate 
Communities First partnership. Both initiatives are designed to encourage young 
parents to actively engage with partner agencies, thus enhancing their own and their 
children’s life opportunities. Trust in the partner agencies is considered to be crucial 
to initiating and maintaining active engagement with partner agencies, as stated by 
Interviewee F ‘trust and honesty are vital to the success of Sure-start’.  
 
Table 7.8 Bridging Social Capital – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators of Bridging Social Capital Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
Communities First has enabled me to gain access to 
external networks or groups 
4.49 5 .759 
I have gained access to new skills via linkages 
established by Communities First with external 
agencies 
4.37 5 .725 
I have relationships with a diverse range of 
organisations (external to my local community) 
4.43 5 .777 
Communities First helps me solve problems collectively 
by putting me in touch with individuals or organisations 
outside Communities First 
4.40 5 .773 
N=63 
 
Table 7.8 reveals agreement/strong agreement that bridging social capital exists at 
Communities First. The indicators of bridging social capital explored in the survey 
and recorded in Table 7.8 bolster the interview evidence that bridging social capital is 
built at Communities First. For instance, the ‘Action Planning Carousel’ mentioned 
above and the general feeling amongst volunteers that Communities First staff act as 
a ‘go between’ or bridge to partner agencies.  
 
 
 
7.3.9 Cooperation and Collaboration 
There appears to be strong agreement that cooperation and collaboration are 
comparatively common at Communities First. In particular, in Table 7.9 respondents 
consider Communities First to encourage cooperation (mean 4.41) and that there is 
active collaboration (mean 4.56). This survey data suggests that the project is 
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considered to be active in the promotion of internal cooperation and its collaboration 
with other organisations. There is much evidence of cooperation and collaboration 
from participant observation and interview. Participant observation at Partnership 
Board meetings discloses a comparatively large number of examples of cooperation 
and collaboration. For example, the cooperation between the Tredegar Park 
Communities First partnership and the Newport West Satellite Centre. In terms of 
collaboration one example is the work undertaken by Job Centre Plus in South Wales 
and Tredegar Park Communities First partnership. The collaboration results in 
children being looked after by a jointly-funded worker, thus freeing up the parent(s) to 
access job clubs. 
 
Table 7.9 Cooperation and Collaboration – Mean and Mode Data 
Indicators of Cooperation and 
Collaboration 
Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 
Relationships developed within Communities First 
usually provide access to extra resources 
4.37 4 .725 
Communities First promotes cooperation amongst its 
members 
4.41 4 .586 
Relationships developed outside Communities First 
usually provide access to extra resources 
4.00 4 .950 
I am more likely to cooperate with someone if I trust 
them 
4.48 5 .737 
I don’t collaborate with individuals outside Communities 
First unless I trust them 
2.98 2a  1.289 
Communities First often actively collaborates with other 
organisations 
4.56 5 .642 
a Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown  
N=63 
 
7.3.10 Correlation Analysis 
The correlation analysis undertaken using Spearman’s rho is recorded in tables 7.10, 
7.11, and 7.12 below. Table 7.10 represents the correlation data seeking statistically 
significant associations between the explanatory variables and the traditionally- 
measured innovation dependent variable.  
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Table 7.10 Correlations (Spearman's rho) of Indicators of Traditionally-Measured 
Innovation (dependent variable) and Indicators of Social Capital 
(explanatory variable) 
  
Traditionally-Measured Innovation 
 
 Incremental 
improvement 
R&D 
spending 
Convert 
ideas 
External 
feedback 
Changed 
products 
Changed 
process  
Generic Social 
Capital 
      
I solve problems 
collectively with others at 
Comm 1st 
.193 .096 -.028 -.244 .169 .211 
I help others I expect 
others to help me .012 .307
* .174 .064 .008 .113 
Support others they expect 
to support me  .175 .325
** .088 .061 .049 .221 
Do someone a favour it is 
usually returned  .146 .384
** .149 .025 .117 .097 
Most people can be trusted .223 .077 .156 -.203 .131 .243 
Other members of Comm 
1st  to be trustworthy -.097 .069 .211 .006 -.210 .015 
Bonding Social 
Capital 
      
Supported in my work by 
the Comm 1st-based 
community 
.147 .267* .105 .091 .079 .214 
I have positive 
relationships with many 
people at Comm 1st 
.223 .050 .122 -.152 .007 .364** 
Culture exists of expecting 
members to fulfil  promises .078 .104 .122 .003 .151 .282
* 
Relationships may be 
described as a virtuous 
circle 
-.106 .105 .076 -.317* .079 .131 
Bridging Social 
Capital 
      
Enabled me to gain access 
to external networks or 
groups 
.004 .251* .002 .089 -.146 .152 
Gained access to new 
skills via linkages  .115 .322
** .111 .082 .016 .427** 
I have relationships with a 
diverse range of 
organisations  
-.115 .029 .186 -.127 .174 .357** 
Helps me solve problems 
collectively .129 .269
* .126 -.079 .069 .231 
Cooperation and  
Collaboration 
      
Relationships developed at 
Comm 1st access to extra 
resources 
.246 .340** .334** -.169 .046 .202 
Comm 1st promotes 
cooperation amongst its 
members 
.031 .315* .157 -.019 .049 .146 
I am more likely to 
cooperate with someone if I 
trust them 
.056 .071 .162 -.115 -.054 -.042 
I don’t collaborate with 
individuals outside unless I 
trust them 
.239 .311* -.025 -.023 .169 .053 
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Comm 1st network often 
actively collaborates  .178 .086 .205 -.162 .049 .242 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed): **. Correlation is significant at 
the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
N=63 
 
There are several significantly statistical relationships identified in Table 7.10. Worthy 
of note are the significant associations between the dependent variable of ‘during the 
last 12 months Communities First has significantly changed at least one of its 
processes’ and elements of bonding social capital such as ‘positive relationships with 
many people at Communities First’ and ‘a culture exists of expecting members to 
fulfil promises’. This corroborates earlier interview evidence suggesting that positive 
relationships and virtuous circles are actively contributing to change at Communities 
First partnerships. There are other explanatory variables significantly associated with 
this dependent variable. For instance the bridging social capital indicators of ‘gaining 
access to new skills via linkages developed by Communities First’ and ‘I have 
relationships with a diverse range of organisations’ are both positively correlated with 
the ‘change in processes’ dependent variable. 
 
There are a far greater number of statistically significant associations recorded in 
Table 7.11. 
 
Table 7.11 Correlations (Spearman's rho) of Indicators of Hidden Innovation 
(dependent variable) and Indicators of Social Capital (explanatory 
variable) 
  
Hidden Innovation 
 
 Working 
practices 
Managing 
resources 
Worthwhile 
training 
Understanding 
knowledge 
Generating 
new ideas 
Sharing 
of new 
ideas 
Generic Social 
Capital 
      
I solve problems 
collectively with others 
at Comm 1st 
.127 .318* .319* .240 .414** .435** 
I help others I expect 
others to help me .159 .151 .178 .115 .210 .207 
Support others they 
expect to support me  .104 .159 .048 .206 .215 .164 
Do someone a favour it 
is usually returned  .145 .226 .268
* .277* .218 .254* 
Most people can be 
trusted .173 .120 .133 .098 .227 .244 
Other members of 
Comm 1st  to be 
trustworthy 
-.024 -.009 -.100 -.044 .105 .043 
Bonding Social 
Capital 
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Supported in my work 
by the Comm 1st-
based community 
.168 .171 .273* .413** .269* .385** 
I have positive 
relationships with many 
people at Comm 1st 
.153 .247 .151 .449** .311* .248 
Culture exists of 
expecting members to 
fulfil  promises 
.284* .254* .248* .358** .307* .189 
Relationships may be 
described as a virtuous 
circle 
-.121 .008 .057 .109 .292* .285* 
Bridging Social 
Capital 
      
Enabled me to gain 
access to external 
networks or groups 
.126 .049 .229 .123 .277* .245 
Gained access to new 
skills via linkages  .269
* .179 .363** .275* .440** .311* 
I have relationships 
with a diverse range of 
organisations  
.114 .185 .248* .242 .388** .429** 
Comm1st helps me 
solve problems 
collectively 
.276* .159 .496** .306* .446** .480** 
Cooperation and 
Collaboration 
      
Relationships 
developed at Comm 
1st access to extra 
resources 
.333** .121 .504** .427** .382** .447** 
Comm 1st promotes 
cooperation amongst 
its members 
.247 .256* .325** .314* .430** .443** 
I am more likely to 
cooperate with 
someone if I trust them 
-.181 .006 .075 -.160 .099 .110 
I don’t collaborate with 
individuals outside 
Comm1st unless I trust 
them 
.023 .094 .057 .082 -.055 .166 
Comm 1st network 
often actively 
collaborates  
.389** .091 .191 .381** .447** .203 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed): **. Correlation is significant at 
the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
N=63 
 
In particular, the hidden innovation dependent variable indicators of ‘delivering 
worthwhile training’, ‘understanding knowledge from outside’, ‘generating new ideas’, 
and ‘sharing new ideas’ all have a comparatively large number of significant 
associations. The bulk of explanatory variables that have statistically significant 
associations are found in the bonding and bridging social capital, and cooperation 
and collaboration categories. The bonding social capital indicators most frequently 
associated are the feeling of being supported by those at Communities First and the 
notion of mutually enforceable agreements as expressed in the expectation of the 
 251 
fulfilment of promises. Again this further substantiates the interview evidence of the 
willingness of those at Communities First to listen and share ideas (Interviewees F, 
G, M, and P). 
 
In terms of indicators of bridging social capital, there are three indicators which seem 
to have a comparatively large number of statistically significant associations with the 
hidden innovation dependent variables. They are the bridging social capital indicators 
of ‘gained access to new skills via relationships established by Communities First’, 
‘relationships with a diverse range of organisations’ and ‘Communities First helps me 
solve problems collectively’. Nearly all categories of hidden innovation (except 
‘developments in the management of resources’) are in at least one instance deemed 
to be statistically significant associated with the aforementioned bridging social 
capital indicators. This result is strengthened by the interview evidence from 
Interviewees F, G, M, and P). For instance, Interviewee F stated that ‘Communities 
First know who to contact to enable projects to go ahead’; she continued describing 
Communities First as a ‘bridge between’ the community and funding and/or additional 
expertise. 
 
Cooperation and collaboration indicators are also statistically significant associated 
with indicators of hidden innovation. For example, the ‘promotion of cooperation’ and 
the ‘Communities First project often actively collaborates’ are statistically significant 
associated with the hidden innovation indicators of ‘generating new ideas’ and 
‘sharing new ideas’.  
 
Table 7.12 Correlations (Spearman's rho) of Indicators of Social Innovation 
(dependent variable) and Indicators of Social Capital (explanatory 
variable) 
 Social Innovation 
 Benefit 
to 
society 
Identify 
social 
needs 
Ideas 
social 
needs 
Prod/services 
social needs 
Evaluate 
the 
impact 
Comm 1st 
launched 
Generic Social 
Capital 
      
I solve problems 
collectively with others 
at Comm 1st 
.149 .198 .102 -.040 -.064 .142 
I help others I expect 
others to help me .074 .010 .142 .100 -.066 .077 
Support others they 
expect to support me  -.028 -.065 .146 .082 .024 -.044 
Do someone a favour 
it is usually returned  .279
* .153 .219 .121 .145 .184 
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Most people can be 
trusted .368
** .396** .341** .227 .300* .026 
Other members of 
Comm 1st  to be 
trustworthy 
.217 .245 .279* .095 .173 .099 
Bonding Social 
Capital 
      
Supported in my work 
by the Comm 1st-
based community 
.103 .065 .095 .256* .236 .202 
I have positive 
relationships with 
many people at Comm 
1st 
.145 .267* .145 .208 .254* .248 
Culture exists of 
expecting members to 
fulfil  promises 
.435** .266* .140 .120 .085 .160 
Relationships may be 
described as a 
virtuous circle 
.109 .192 .205 .106 -.035 .101 
Bridging Social 
Capital 
      
Enabled me to gain 
access to external 
networks or groups 
.039 .106 -.063 -.074 .071 .091 
Gained access to new 
skills via linkages  .240 .335
** .091 .027 .174 .172 
I have relationships 
with a diverse range of 
organisations  
.189 .233 .103 .037 .045 .365** 
Helps me solve 
problems collectively .308
* .342** .131 .096 .055 .253* 
Cooperation and 
Collaboration 
      
Relationships 
developed at Comm 
1st access to extra 
resources 
.489** .309* .182 .224 .198 .253* 
Comm 1st promotes 
cooperation amongst 
its members 
.329** .274* .161 .222 .307* .430** 
I am more likely to 
cooperate with 
someone if I trust 
them 
.075 .211 .150 .094 .214 -.022 
I don’t collaborate with 
individuals outside 
unless I trust them 
-.016 -.082 .156 .132 .134 -.024 
Comm 1st network 
often actively 
collaborates  
.594** .464** .334** .281* .084 .300* 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed): **. Correlation is significant at 
the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
N=63 
 
Table 7.12 appears to have a smaller number of statistically significant associations. 
The social innovation categories which incur the highest number of statistically 
significant associations are ‘the work of Communities First is of benefit to society’, 
‘Communities First is able to identify social needs’, and ‘at Communities First we 
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generate ideas to satisfy community needs’. Of the explanatory variables the notions 
of trust, virtuous circles, collective problem solving, cooperation and collaboration are 
significantly associated with social innovation indicators. 
 
7.3.11 Evaluation 
There is evidence from the interviews held of a tension between the principles of the 
Communities First project and Welsh Assembly Government funding and evaluation. 
As Interviewee K states, the evaluation techniques employed by the Welsh Assembly 
Government ‘don’t allow soft outcomes to be evidenced’. This in turn may make it 
easier to ‘stick to the safest option’ when developing programmes and activities. For 
example, at the Tredegar Park Communities First partnership a youth forum has 
been established. The forum is considered by Interviewee K to be representative of 
the community. However, if the members of the youth forum had been selected, 
creating a non-representative forum then the forum may have been more productive. 
Thus it increases the likelihood of meeting or exceeding the evaluation requirements 
of the Welsh Assembly Government. In an attempt to overcome some of the 
shortcomings of the largely quantitative evaluation undertaken by the Welsh 
Assembly Government, at Tredegar Park the partnership coordinator has introduced 
reflective diaries in an attempt to gather qualitative evidence (Interviewee K). 
 
Interviewee G also feels that the form of evaluation applied by the Welsh Assembly 
Government is overly reliant upon quantitative measures. In her opinion the Annual 
Monitoring Report ‘doesn’t fully capture real development in the community’.  
Interviewee A agrees, stating that evaluation should ‘focus upon softer outcomes to 
celebrate individual and group stories’. Nevertheless, there is an acceptance by 
Interviewee G that it is more difficult to record and validate qualitative data.  
 
The Newport-based Communities First partnerships analysed, namely Somerton 
Estate and Tredegar Park make use of a Geographical Information System. The 
system is designed to evaluate and monitor Communities First activity in Newport. It 
is a central depositary for information in a variety of forms – from quantitative data 
such as registers of event attendees to photographs taken at events.  
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A recurrent theme amongst partnership coordinators interviewed is that evaluation at 
Communities First is virtually constant. Interviewee G spoke of a continuous process 
of evaluation as stated ‘we constantly look at what we are doing with our partners 
and evaluate what’s happening’. Such evaluation is a complement to the ‘constant 
loop of communication, evaluation and learning with our partner agencies’.  
 
7.4       Discussion and Conclusion 
 
7.4.1  Communities First Objectives  
Of the Communities First objectives explicitly mentioned in the questionnaire, the 
objective of increasing opportunities and improving quality of life has a comparatively 
high approval score, meaning that those actively engaged with Communities First 
consider it to have a positive impact on opportunities and quality of life. A likely factor 
contributing to this perception is the response to the question of what is the main 
factor ‘kick-starting’ innovation at Communities First. The response of 62 per cent 
indicating the community is the main factor ‘kick-starting’ innovation ties in with stage 
one of Utterback and Abernathey’s (1975) classification of innovative firms’ model. 
The strength and importance of the relationship between Communities First and its 
community is also evident amongst the interview and survey data for generic, 
bonding and bridging social capital, and cooperation and collaboration.  
 
However, phenomena such as quality of life are intangible and are difficult to 
measure. The results of any such evaluation should be considered with caution (Diez 
and Esteban, 2000). Nevertheless, the data has been collected in a form of pluralism 
in that Partnership Coordinators, Development Workers and Volunteers were all 
included (Palfrey et al, 1992).  
 
7.4.2 Traditionally-Measured Innovation 
The innovation present at Communities First is usually considered to be incremental 
(Henry, 2001; Afuah, 2003; Jones, 2003; Smith, 2006).This is likely to be the case 
because of the constant evaluation and learning which pervades working practices 
at Communities First (Interviewees A, G, and M). As stated by Interviewee M 
innovation is typically incremental; this is encapsulated when she said when working 
with the community there is a need to ‘keep tweaking’ projects. This is also a similar 
 255 
notion to the work of Heiskala (2007) and his ‘reflexive social structures’ having the 
‘capacity for collective learning’. The interview evidence strongly suggests that 
Communities First is a reflexive social structure engaged in collective learning. The 
constant feedback and exchange of reflection between Communities First, its 
community and partner agencies described by Interviewees A, G, and M concurs 
with the work of Heiskala (2007).  
 
Similarly, the activity occurring at Communities First which suggests incremental 
innovation may be linked to Lundvall (1992) and his emphasis upon ‘innovation is 
learning, and learning is a social activity’. The comparatively high agree/strongly 
agree mean score of 4.11 for step-by-step product development adds further weight 
to this view.  
 
That is not to say that radical innovation does not occur at Communities First. As 
stated by Afuah (2003), radical innovation is more likely to occur via engagement 
with external agencies. For example, the Hope Centre at Somerton Estate 
Communities First is an example of a radical innovation resulting from multi-external 
agency working.  
 
There is a comparatively high mean score for significant changes in 
products/services during the last 12 months and significant changes in processes 
(Bessant and Tidd, 2007). The ongoing feedback/learning dialogue between 
Communities First and its partner agencies is likely to affect these innovation 
indicators. In terms of correlation data there are statistically significant associations 
with elements of bonding and bridging social capital. Bonding social capital 
indicators such as positive relationships with others, and mutually enforceable 
agreements are considered by Putnam (2000) and Dasgupta (2000) respectively.  
The presence of both indicators is corroborated by interview evidence.  
Elements of bridging social capital are also significantly associated with changes in 
processes. For instance, gaining access to new skills and diverse relationships as 
described by Woodhouse (2006) and Putnam (2000) respectively are factors 
affecting changes in processes.  
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7.4.3 Hidden Innovation 
Among the aspects of hidden innovation which achieve comparatively high mean 
scores is the successful delivery of worthwhile training (Morgan and Nauwelaers, 
1999; OECD/Eurostat, 2005; Smith, 2006; Halkett, 2008). As stated by Morgan and 
Nauwelaers (1999), training affects an organisation’s capability to innovate. The 
survey responses suggest that Communities First engages with training on new 
products, services or processes. Indicators of bonding and bridging social capital, 
cooperation and collaboration are significantly associated with the delivery of 
training. In particular, linkages with external organisations, collective problem 
solving, and relationships at Communities First seem to influence the hidden 
innovation indicator of training (Woodhouse, 2006; Ahuja, 2000).  
 
Another form of hidden innovation with a high mean is understanding knowledge 
(Asheim and Isaksen, 2003; NESTA, 2008; and European Commission, 2006). 
Brown (1997) writes of the need for local knowledge as an integral contributor to 
social innovation. Brown’s work can also be applied to the context of hidden 
innovation, where local knowledge is also considered as a contributory factor. 
Interviewees spoke of having a ‘listening ear’, ‘being open to new ideas’, and a 
having an open door policy (Interviewees F, G, and M respectively). Indeed, 
Interviewee M referred to the team at Trevethin Communities First as ‘sponges’ 
soaking up information and knowledge and sponges listening. Such practices are 
likely to positively influence the innovation via knowledge flows as described by 
Chesbrough (2008).  The openness and exchange of knowledge at Communities 
First seems to mirror the ‘social spaghetti’ of Bessant and Tidd (2007). 
 
Kaasa (2009) identifies the level of reciprocity as a factor affecting the diffusion of 
knowledge, reciprocity as expressed by the return of a favour (Coleman, 1988; 
Putnam et al, 1993: Fountain, 1998) is positively correlated to the understanding of 
knowledge at Communities First. 
 
The form of knowledge exchange existing at Communities First is more likely to be 
of the form of accessing knowledge as opposed to acquiring it. This observation 
supports Huggins’ (2010) notion of network capital. 
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The hidden innovation indicators of generating and sharing ideas have high 
agree/strongly agree ratings. They are also positively significantly correlated with 
several bonding and bridging social capital, and cooperation and collaboration 
indicators. The feelings of being supported, having positive relationships and 
fulfilling promises seem to have a positive influence upon generating and sharing 
new ideas (Woodhouse, 2006; Putnam, 2000; Dasgupta, 2000). Again, the listening 
ear and open door policy at Communities First is likely to make a positive 
contribution to generating and sharing of new ideas. Bridging social capital 
indicators such as collective problem solving seem to positively influence idea 
generation and sharing. 
 
7.4.4 Social Innovation 
Social innovation indicators explored in the survey all record a mode figure of 5, 
signifying strong agreement that social innovation is practised at Communities First 
(Mulgan et al, 2007; Halkett, 2008). The indicators of Communities First being of 
benefit to society and the identification of community needs are especially strong.  
 
There are many examples of social innovation at Communities First, such as 
the Llanhilleth Communities First ‘Miners’ Institute’ project with its tiered innovation 
outcomes which illustrates the work of Brown (1997). The ‘Miners’ Institute’ project 
is located in a three storey building. The ground floor is host to Communities First 
staff. The first floor hosts social innovation activities, whilst, on the second floor a 
mix of social and commercial enterprises successfully operate. The viability of the 
‘Miners’ Institute’ project is partially reliant upon the cross-subsidisation of financial 
support cascaded from the commercial and social enterprises to the social 
innovation project. The ‘Miners’ Institute’ model undoubtedly relies upon the use of 
local knowledge to support innovation activity. The work of Brown (1997) may be 
cited in support of this statement.  
 
Roberts (2008) also considers a balance of social and business input to be 
prerequisite to the achievement of social innovation outcomes. This may be 
considered to be supportive of the Mulgan et al’s (2007) model illustrated in Table 
2.1. In particular Mulgan’s Element Three – ‘pull and push’ an appropriate 
combination of social and business input is likely to be a positive influence at this 
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stage. Further, Molina-Morales and Martinez-Fernandez (2007) support the view 
that local institutions are likely to have a positive impact upon an organisation’s 
ability to innovate. 
 
The dependent social innovation variables most likely to be significantly associated 
with explanatory variables are that the work of Communities First is of benefit to 
society and that it is able to identify social needs. Worthy of note is the importance 
of trust, the expectation of the fulfilment of promises, and relationships developed at 
Communities First (Bjornskov, 2006; Dasgupta, 2000; Ahuja, 2000). The 
expectation of the fulfilment of promises seems particularly important and concurs 
with the statement of Interviewee B ‘it’s a massive no no; you don’t build the 
expectation of the community and then don’t deliver’. 
 
7.4.5 Generic Social Capital and Trust  
Aspects of generic social capital which have high mean scores: include collective 
problem solving (Woolcock and Narayan, 2000; Ostrom and Ahn, 2003); and 
general reciprocity (Coleman, 1988; Putnam et al, 1993; Fountain, 1998; Kaasa, 
2009). These results reveal evidence of a feeling of togetherness and at 
Communities First; this is corroborated by interviews undertaken and participant 
observation.  
 
The notion of trust is a recurring theme throughout the interviews and participant 
observations undertaken at Communities First. Trust is considered vital to the 
success of relationships with its partner agencies (Interviewee G). The trust built up 
by Communities First staff must be fostered and not taken for granted. Indeed, as 
stated by Interviewee G, ‘we cannot be complacent about trust we need to be 
conscious of developing and maintaining trust’. The relationship between 
Communities First, the local community and partner agencies needs to be regularly 
reinforced by face-to-face contact and positive publicity (Interviewee G). However, 
there are resource implications for face-to-face contact and publicity. There is a 
danger that resource limitations may inhibit the building and maintenance of social 
capital (Purdue, 2001). Nevertheless, the trust present at Communities First is likely 
to have a positive impact upon levels of innovation (Knack and Keefer, 1997; 
Sweeney, 2001; Bachmann, 2003; Molina-Morales and Martinez-Fernandez, 2007).  
 259 
 
The comparatively high level of trust present at Communities First can be said to 
positively impact upon levels of cooperation (Putnam et al, 1993; Beugelsdijk and 
van Shaik, 2005a). As a consequence of increases in trust and cooperation, it is 
likely that people/groups will be more likely to take risks, which may in turn result in 
more radical forms of innovation occurring at Communities First (Akcomak and ter 
Weel, 2008: Kaasa, 2009). As stated by Woodhouse (2006) social capital can be 
considered as a form of insurance against risk. The comparatively high level of trust 
at Communities First is likely to lower the transaction cost of dealing with the local 
community and partner agencies (Landry et al, 2002; Beugelsdijk and van Shaik 
2005a; Woodhouse, 2006). 
 
7.4.6 Bonding Social Capital 
The interview and survey data reveal that individuals at Communities First feel 
supported in their work (Woodhouse, 2006). Although Woodhouse describes bonding 
social capital as ‘getting by’, it can be argued from the Communities First primary 
data that there may be a continuum of bonding social capital. Programmes and 
individuals or groups may exhibit traits of bonding social capital but have moved 
beyond ‘getting by’, or have moved to a new position which, although still considered 
‘getting by’, has advanced from previously held perceptions of what constitutes 
‘getting by’.  
 
The positive relationships existing between people at Communities First as 
evidenced in the mean data is likely to support the building and maintenance of 
bonding social capital. This is the case if the work of Putnam (2000) is applied. 
Putnam believes that bonding social capital results from the connections between 
people. If, as stated in the survey responses, the relationships/connections are 
positive, then it may be considered that bonding social capital is likely to occur and 
be maintained at the Communities First project.  
 
The notion of the presence of bonding social capital is further developed when the 
response to the statement ‘your relationships with others at Communities First may 
be described as a virtuous circle’, is considered. The mean 4.37 (mode 5) is a 
positive indication that bonding social capital is present and given the contribution of 
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virtuous circles to bonding social capital likely to grow in the future (Putnam et al, 
1993; Fountain, 1998; Rutten, 2003). 
 
A factor likely to contribute to the feeling of togetherness is the egalitarian nature of 
Communities First. As stated by Interviewees A, F, J and O, people at Communities 
First are treated as peers. This can be summarised by a statement made by 
Interviewee O when he said ‘there is no us and them’.  This form of behaviour is 
expected to positively impact upon generic social capital.  Hall (2002) believes that 
social capital is more likely to be built if people are treated as equals. Participant 
observation at Communities First corroborates this assertion. As a further 
consequence trust is more likely to result in an egalitarian environment (Interviewee 
G). 
 
There is little or no evidence at Communities First of Granovetter’s (1992) assertion 
that strong ties may limit creativity and by definition innovation. The partnerships 
studied all exhibited strong ties; however, the raison d’etre of Communities First, 
namely partnership working seems to overcome any negative outcomes which may 
result from strong ties.  
 
7.4.7 Bridging Social Capital 
The primary data analysed indicates the presence of bridging social capital. The 
interview and survey responses are consistently positive, indicating the existence 
and importance of bridging social capital to the work of Communities First. In 
particular, the work those at Communities First do enables linkages to be built with 
external agencies and networks (Landry et al, 2002; and Kaasa, 2009). 
 
Also prominent is the accessing of new skills via links made by Communities First 
(Woodhouse, 2006). One of the prerequisites for bridging social capital, as 
considered by Putnam (2000) and Woolcock and Narayan (2000), is accessing 
networks or groups outside their ‘home’ networks and groups. The interviews held 
support the proposition that Communities First positively contributes to the building 
of bridging social capital. Further, it is likely that the bridging social capital is creating 
opportunities for community members to move from ‘getting by’ to ‘getting ahead’ 
(Woolcock and Narayan, 2000). 
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The network capital concept defined by Huggins (2009) may be applied to help 
understand the mechanics of bridging social capital at Communities First. The data 
produced from the interviews held suggests that a form of juxtaposition exists, 
namely that a ‘bottom-up’ approach is considered and largely practised as the most 
desirable working practice. However, Communities First staff recognise, there are 
times when guidance is provided to facilitate the building of bridging social capital, 
for example the ‘Action Planning Carousel’ at Trevethin. In essence the juxtaposition 
is that, at times, bridging social capital emerges organically and at times it is more 
likely to be ‘structural and calculative’ (Huggins, 2010). 
 
It is worth noting that the Communities First project seems to have built bonding and 
bridging social capital which counters the argument put forward by Woodhouse 
(2006) that government policy is often good at building bonding social capital, but not 
so good at building bridging social capital. 
 
7.4.8 Cooperation and Collaboration 
The survey data indicates a feeling that both cooperation and collaboration are 
practised at Communities First. In particular it seems that cooperation is promoted 
(Fukuyama, 2003).  
 
It is of interest to note that survey respondents appear to have more trust in others at 
Communities First than they do with the general public (Tsai and Ghosal, 1998; 
Landry et al; 2002; Bjornskov, 2006). This is evident in Table 7.6 where general trust 
has a mean score 3.81, whilst the trustworthiness of others at Communities First has 
a mean of 4.49. Respondents also indicated (Table 7.10) that they are more likely to 
cooperate if they have trust (Sweeney, 2001). Further, as stated in the literature, 
cooperation and collaboration are viewed as being important factors influencing 
levels of innovation (Ahuja, 2000; Sweeney, 2001; Smith, 2006; Miles and Green, 
2008). Therefore, it may be concluded that the levels of trust in others at 
Communities First plus the promotion of cooperation is likely to positively affect levels 
of innovation. 
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7.4.9 Evaluation 
An evaluation of the Communities First project may be legitimately undertaken not 
only with project outcomes but also with process. Palfrey et al (1992) support this 
view by alluding to the irrationality of only evaluating programmes on completion. If 
only final outcomes are the subject of evaluation, then any intermediate outcomes 
would not be exposed to evaluation. It may be argued that the Communities First 
project has a plethora of reference points for evaluation. Some outcomes on 
termination of the project and many others are occurring throughout the project 
process.  
 
A note of caution, any analysis and/or evaluation of the presence of social capital 
should recognise the intangible qualities of social capital (Coleman, 1988; Landry et 
al, 2002; Woodhouse, 2006). 
 
7.4.10  Barriers to innovation 
The barriers to innovation at Communities First may be categorised into tangible and 
intangible barriers. The tangible barriers include the ‘minefield of statutory obligations 
such as planning’ (Interviewee G). Nevertheless, tangible barriers such as rules and 
regulations are viewed not as barriers but as a challenge ‘to find a different way’ 
(Interviewee G). 
 
Some of the main barriers to innovative activity are the lack of self-confidence or self-
esteem felt by local community members. Also their history of bad experiences of 
learning, family employment history and a lack of knowledge and support, all 
contribute as barriers to innovation (Interviewees A, D, H, and J). For example, 
Interviewee A referred to the ‘very low levels of literacy that exist here’; similarly 
Interviewee D stated ‘some of our volunteers can barely read and write’.  
 
There is evidence from interviews and supported by the Wales Audit Office (2009) 
report of political interference having a negative influence upon the work of 
Communities First. This may be attributable to a perception amongst some local 
councillors of a loss of power and status resultant of the work of Communities First. 
Indeed, interviewee B recalled the time when ‘our project was sabotaged by the local 
council’. This example refers to a local council acting as the grant recipient body; 
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however, instead of channelling funds towards the Communities First partnership, 
funds were diverted to local council-based projects. It should be noted that 
observations made at partnership board meetings are contrary to the notion of 
negative political interference. The partnership board meetings attended reveal much 
support by local councillors who consider the work of Communities First to be 
complementary to their own community-based aspirations.  
 
Another barrier to innovative activity at Communities First is a perceived lack of risk 
taking. The Welsh Assembly Government is considered by some to be risk-averse 
(Interviewees K and N). Interviewee N suggests that Communities First staff should 
not be ‘afraid of risk’. Risk in this context is not just the risk taking of pushing the 
WAG rules and regulations but taking risks with the community. The local community 
may respond positively or negatively to Communities First initiatives; a negative 
response risks damaging social capital and trust between Communities First, the 
local community and partner agencies. This is further corroborated by Interviewee B 
in her statement ‘it’s a massive no no; you don’t build the expectation of the 
community and then don’t deliver’ 
 
7.5       Policy Implications 
There are those who consider past social innovation-focused policy to be categorised 
as ‘things done to people rather than with people’ (Interviewee N).The Communities 
First project on the other hand may be considered to be a case of working with 
people.  
 
Of potential interest to Communities First project leaders is the work of Eliasson 
(2007). Eliasson refers to the need to build competence blocs as a means of 
ensuring at least a satisfactory level of regional or national competitiveness. 
Specifically relating to the project, Eliasson alludes to the transformational stage of a 
move from an old to new economy. The Communities First project is typically located 
in economic areas where the transformation stage has traditionally been 
comparatively slow. It may be possible for the project to speed up the transformation 
stage and support the development of competence blocs. Heiskala (2007) calls for 
social innovation to be a driving force behind the creation of competence blocs that 
will in turn support a region or nation’s capability to compete against other regions 
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and nations. Heiskala continues, emphasising the need for social innovation to 
‘create reflexive social structures which have the capacity for collective learning’. 
Indeed, Heiskala is eulogistical about the role social innovation may play in the 
sustainability of renewable reflexive social structures. Heiskala also supports the 
view that social innovation has the capacity to change the ‘hegemonic pattern’. Thus 
social innovation may be a catalyst for harnessing societal power to benefit all. It may 
be too soon to consider the national impact of the Communities First project. 
However, there are cases, such as Llanhilleth, Somerton Estate, Thornhill, Tredegar 
Park, and Trevethin, where there is evidence of harnessing societal power to benefit 
all.  
 
Mulgan et al (2007) state that organisational growth is one of the most effective 
methods of disseminating social innovation. However, Mulgan et al consider that 
successful organisational growth typically has to overcome several challenges. For 
instance, organisation founders may lack the management qualities prerequisite for a 
growing organisation. Also governance structures may be inappropriate (Wales Audit 
Office, 2009). Further, organisational cultures may not evolve to support the 
organisation as it grows and interacts with an ever-changing environment. Mulgan et 
al (2007) make especial reference to changes in funding mechanisms and 
relationships. Early in the organisation’s life cycle, funding relationships may be more 
informal and personal. As the organisation grows, funding relationships may become 
more contractual. 
 
Arguably the best way to achieve an effective sustainable social innovation is via the 
fostering of emulators (Mulgan et al, 2007). Mulgan et al consider some of the most 
successful social innovators to be those influencing both demand and supply; 
namely, as campaigners influencing demand and as organisers influencing supply. 
Interviewees A, D and J also highlight the need for emulators. Interviewee D, for 
instance, said ‘we publicise and share what we do’ with others in the community. She 
continued talking of a ‘snowball effect’ leading to a number of spin-off projects.  
Emulators may off-set risk. This may be the case because emulation is more likely to 
take place where successful activity has occurred.  
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The future for projects such as Communities First may arguably be less peripheral (in 
terms of innovation policy), becoming increasingly mainstream. In Ireland, 
community-based activists are typically heavily involved in social partnerships, 
working alongside government, employers and trade unions to improve economic 
performance (O’Connor, 2007). In support, Interviewee F considers the future of 
Communities First to be ‘more of the same’, in other words to maintain current levels 
of progress to keep the culture and ethos of Communities First as it is at present. 
 
Sinard and West (2008) stress the importance of location proximity as a factor which 
affects the likelihood of innovation taking place. They state that if a potential 
innovator is not geographically close to a ‘key’ innovation network, then the potential 
innovator needs to build a network. The Communities First project may be both a 
catalyst and a solution – either creating opportunities to establish a network and/or 
providing an established network to assist a potential innovator.  
3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
3 Chapter presented as a paper at the following conference: 
MURPHY, L., THOMAS, B. and AL-HASAN, S. 2009. The Communities First programme: A case study of 
innovation Regional Studies Association Annual Conference, April 2009.  
 
 
 
 266 
8.0 Chapter Eight – Cross Case Study Analysis 
 
8.1 Introduction 
This chapter is designed to compare and contrast the positivist and 
phenomenological analysis undertaken for each of the three case studies 
represented in the preceding three chapters. As seen in Chapters Five, Six and 
Seven, innovation policy in Wales is exhibited in a number of different forms from the 
Technium Network with its traditionally-measured innovation outcomes through to the 
Communities First project with its social innovation outcomes. This study is 
completed with the inclusion of the Innovation Network Partnership, a programme 
which sits somewhere between the Technium Network and Communities First project 
along the innovation policy hard-soft continuum.  
 
The three programmes exposed to this comparative analysis are all Welsh Assembly 
Government designed and supported. They all have pan-Wales exposure, were 
launched within two years of each other (2001-2003), and have a direct or indirect 
focus upon increasing the level of innovative activity in Welsh businesses; Welsh 
public sector bodies, and Welsh communities. 
 
8.1.1  Aim and Objectives 
With reference to the thesis research questions and hypotheses, the aim of this 
chapter is to ascertain the influence social capital may have upon levels of innovation 
in three innovation programmes in Wales. This will be achieved via a comparative 
analysis of three innovation programmes: Technium Network; Innovation Network 
Partnership; and Communities First project. There are three objectives: firstly, to 
create an awareness and understanding of the similarities and differences of the 
purpose and presence of the of the three case study programmes; secondly, to 
undertake a comparative analysis of the extent of social capital present at the three 
programmes; thirdly, to undertake a comparative analysis of the extent of different 
forms of innovation for the three programmes. 
 
8.1.2 Purpose and Presence 
The presence of the Technium Network, Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First project is felt across Wales. The programmes have active bases 
which cover the whole of Wales. For instance there are Technium centres, Innovation 
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Network Partnership meetings, and Communities First partnerships in rural and 
urban locations, alongside the sea, in the valleys, in areas of comparative affluence 
and areas of comparative poverty. The projects can all be considered to influence 
innovative activity and social capital, to differing degrees and forms across Wales. 
 
All three initiatives are born of a need to improve the economic well-being of Wales. 
They have their roots in policy documents such as ‘Winning Wales’ and ‘Wales for 
Innovation’ (Welsh Assembly Government, 2002a; and Welsh Assembly 
Government, 2002b). The programmes’ objectives have key similarities and several 
differences. The similarities may be considered to be a common focus on innovation. 
This phenomenon can be said to be expressed explicitly and implicitly in the 
programmes’ objectives. For example, the Technium Network objectives have an 
explicit and implicit agenda of promoting innovative activity in Wales. Explicitly, the 
objectives expressed in Table 5.0 only mention innovation as an element of the 
Welsh Assembly Government’s innovation communication campaign. However, 
innovative activity is implied throughout the Technium objectives in ‘companies with 
growth potential’, ‘company-academia links’, ‘high value add activities’ and ‘mixed 
private/public sector support teams’. 
 
Similarly, the Innovation Network Partnership objectives stated in Table 6.0 explicitly 
and implicitly mention innovation. Explicitly the Innovation Network Partnership is 
intended to raise awareness and discussion of innovation, ‘embed a stronger culture 
of innovation within the region’, ‘assist SMEs with technology-based innovation’ and 
‘promote wider applications of innovation’. Implicitly, the Innovation Network 
Partnership aims to disseminate information about initiatives and ‘actively assist in 
the joining up of services’, ‘act as a partner-making hothouse to form collaborative 
alliances’, and ‘assist in the identification and qualification of demand-led support 
services’. The Communities First objectives listed in Table 7.0 do not explicitly 
mention innovation. Nevertheless, innovative activity is implied in the objectives. For 
instance, ‘building confidence.... and developing a ‘can do’ culture’, ‘encouraging 
education and skills training’, ‘creating job opportunities’, and ‘driving forward 
changes to the way in which public sector services are delivered’ may all be 
considered to either require or contribute towards innovative activity.  
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There are differences in programme objectives varying from the Technium objective 
to ‘provide an attractive way for global businesses to invest in Wales’ to ‘improving 
housing and the surrounding environment’ as stated in the Communities First 
objectives. Even given such stark differences, it may be stated that the need to 
promote innovative activity pervades all aspects of the work of the Technium 
Network, Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First project. Indeed, the 
omnipresent nature of innovation in all three cases can be considered as a 
prerequisite for the achievement of the objectives listed in Tables 5.0, 6.0, and 7.0. 
 
The physical presence of the Technium Network, Innovation Network Partnership 
and Communities First project are markedly different. The Technium Network, for 
instance, is housed in state-of-the-art office and laboratory space. On the other hand, 
the Communities First project is often based in make-shift accommodation which is at 
times considered not fit for purpose. Finally, the Innovation Network Partnership, 
although it has a permanent base for its chair and coordinator, leads a transient 
lifestyle holding meetings at a range of different locations. The physical space 
occupied by those at the Technium Network, Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First project is considered to be fundamental to their work. Whether it is 
to be perceived as being attractive to potential customers and suppliers, or take 
meetings closer to members’ workplace, or to be in the heart of the community, the 
physical presence is at the core of the programme’s activities. 
 
There are analogous and dissimilar elements to the structure and delivery of each 
programme. The structure of each programme has similar traits such as a 
comparatively flat hierarchical structure and onsite management/coordination. All 
involved in the management/coordination have mainly quantitative targets identified 
by the Welsh Assembly Government, which they are expected to achieve (DTZ, 
2010; Clemdale Associates, 2006; and Wales Audit Office, 2009). Each programme 
manager/coordinator has his/her team of support staff employed to promote the 
programme ethos and objectives. However, there are differences in objectives, as 
stated above, and delivery methods. Programme delivery at Technium may be 
considered to be usually hands-off, in terms of the most frequent interventions with 
tenants being the facilitation of third party support, such as training opportunities, 
networking or exposure to academic held knowledge. On the other hand, the 
 269 
Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First chairs and coordinators 
respectively are very much hands-on in their delivery of their respective programmes. 
Innovation Network Partnership chairs lead network meetings, whilst Communities 
First Partnership coordinators habitually immerse themselves in the day-to-day 
activities of Communities First. The managers/coordinators typically have contact 
with programme recipients on a daily basis. The exception here may be Innovation 
Network Partnership chairs, who have less frequent contact with programme 
recipients.  
 
8.1.3 Programme Evaluation 
The programme evaluations undertaken at Technium Network, Innovation Network 
Partnership and Communities First project have similar characteristics. All three 
programmes have been subject to independent reviews and ongoing internal 
monitoring and evaluation. The evaluations undertaken externally by independent 
organisations focus upon whether or not the programme objectives have been 
achieved. In a number of cases the ambitious nature of the objectives have been 
criticised by the evaluators. For example, the Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First project have been criticised for having objectives which are too 
ambitious given the programme scope and resources (Clemdale Associates, 2006 
and Welsh Assembly Government, 2006). 
 
The ongoing internal monitoring and evaluation reports completed by centre 
managers, network chairs and partnership coordinators are undertaken for the Welsh 
Assembly Government. The Welsh Assembly Government’s monitoring and 
evaluation requirements are almost solely of a quantitative nature. For example, 
Technium centre occupancy rates, number of network attendees present, and the 
number of people present at a basic skills event are typical numerical indicators 
generated at the Technium Network, Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First project respectively. The concept of social capital and its 
indicators is largely omitted from the monitoring and evaluation reporting mechanism. 
There are a small number of exceptions to this observation. There is scope in all 
three programmes to communicate recipients’ stories, that is, a record of activity and 
outcome experienced by programme recipients. Even in these cases, the notion of 
social capital is not expressed or discussed. Further, the actual and potential 
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contribution of social capital to forms of innovative activity at the Technium Network, 
Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First project is omitted. 
 
8.2 Cross-Case Study Discussion of Findings 
 
8.2.1 Programme Participants Activity and Perception of Programme 
Objectives 
A common introductory question across the three case studies concerns the most 
significant factor considered to ‘kick start’ innovative activity at the Technium 
Network, Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First project respectively; 
in the case of the Technium project the tenants’ customers/clients was the most 
popular, for the Innovation Network Partnership it was also customer/clients, and for 
the Communities First project it was the local community (who are in essence the 
customers). The response to this question indicates all three case studies align with 
Utterback and Abernathy’s (1975) stage one of innovative firms’ classification.  
 
The survey and interview respondents’ perception of the achievement of programme 
objectives was largely positive. The most comprehensive positive response was 
recorded by the Communities First project; high mean scores were recorded for both 
objectives considered, indicating agreement/strong agreement that the objectives 
were being achieved. The Innovation Network Partnership objectives also appear to 
be achieved, although debatably not to the same extent as expressed with the 
Communities First project. The poorest performer for achievement of objectives is the 
Technium Network. With the exception of the availability of suitable facilities, 
negative and indifferent responses were recorded in all cases. It should be noted that 
all questionnaire respondents and interviewees were actively engaged with each 
programme’s operations at the time of data collection.  
 
8.2.2 Innovation Drivers 
The innovation drivers explored in Sections 5.3.2, 6.3.4 and 7.3.2 exhibit a range of 
forces at work in the three case study programmes. For example, at the Technium 
Network the forces are a combination of location, built facilities and personnel 
employed at Technium centres and associated support services. Innovation drivers 
at the Innovation Network Partnership seem to be more closely related to the 
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management style and culture existing at network meetings; whilst at Communities 
First the drivers appear to be linked to the work environment and culture engendered 
by Communities First Partnership coordinators and development workers.  
 
A common element influencing innovation in each case study is the 
leadership/management style adopted by the centre manager/network 
chair/partnership coordinator. The work environment and culture are considered by 
interviewees as the main innovation driver. Arguably, the Technium centre manager 
because of his/her relationships with tenants being more ‘hands-off’ is less likely to 
be able to influence the culture of his/her Technium centre. This is most readily 
exhibited in interviewees’ comments associated with Technium centre managers’ 
attempts to create networking opportunities for tenants, and tenants’ reluctance to be 
involved.  
 
8.2.3 Traditionally-Measured Innovation 
Traditionally-measured innovation is present at the Technium Network, Innovation 
Network Partnership and Communities First project in differing forms and volumes. 
One quality of traditionally-measured innovation is that of the incremental or radical 
nature of innovation taking place. All case studies recorded a mixed response to this 
question. For example, Technium Interviewee J considers innovation at Technium to 
be sometimes incremental and sometimes ‘big step radical development’, whilst 
Communities First Interviewee D views innovation as being typically carried out 
incrementally, referring to the gradual ‘up-skilling of volunteers’ to help deliver new 
projects. Innovation is most commonly undertaken incrementally at the Innovation 
Network Partnership and Communities First project, radical innovation is most likely 
to occur at the Technium Network (Henderson and Clark, 1990; Henry, 2001; Afuah, 
2003; Jones, 2003; Smith, 2006).  
 
Other forms of traditionally-measured innovation such as R&D expenditure received 
an indifferent response across the case studies. From the survey results the 
Technium Network is most likely to witness R&D spending (NESTA, 2007). It should 
be noted however that any differences in R&D spending in comparative terms is 
negligible between each case study survey responses.  
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More dramatic differences in traditionally-measured innovation indicators can be 
found in the categories ‘during the last twelve months Technium/Innovation Network 
Partnership/Communities First has significantly changed at least one of its products 
or services’, and ‘during the last twelve months Technium/Innovation Network 
Partnership/Communities First has significantly changed at least one of its 
processes’ (Bessant and Tidd, 2007). In both categories the Technium Network 
scores highest in terms of mean scores.  
 
In terms of converting ideas so that someone wants them, surprisingly the case study 
which seems to be most likely to achieve this outcome is Communities First (Tidd, 
Bessant and Pavitt, 1997; Morgan and Nauwelaers, 1999; Drucker, 1991; Afuah, 
2003; Clipson, 1991; Roper and Hewitt-Dundas, 2005; Clements, 2005; Halkett, 
2008; Dodgson et al, 2008). This may be considered surprising given the focus 
Technium Network tenants are expected to have on satisfying those in the market 
place. A potential contributory factor for this outcome is the immediacy of location 
and requirements/needs of the community and comparative intimacy experienced 
between Communities First staff and the community/market for their services. The 
immediacy of need and intimacy of relationships with the community increase the 
likelihood of converting ideas so that someone wants them. 
 
The correlation analysis for the traditional innovation dependent variable and the 
social capital explanatory variables reveal comparatively few statistically significant 
associations are shown in Tables 5.11, 6.7 and 7.10. The most frequently recorded 
significant associations across the continuum occur for general reciprocity, an 
indicator of generic social capital. Interestingly although, the significant associations 
were frequently negative especially for the traditionally-measured categories of 
significant changes in products, services or processes, this is seen only at the 
Technium Network and Innovation Network Partnership. A possible reason for the 
negative associations may be the lower level of trust in tenants existing at Technium 
compared to the other programmes. Also, the perception of competition amongst 
Innovation Network Partnership members may also contribute to negative significant 
associations.  
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Statistically significant associations seem to be more common for bonding social 
capital explanatory variables. The traditionally-measured innovation dependent 
variable appears to have associations with several bonding social capital explanatory 
variables. For instance, significant associations between the exploratory variable of 
feeling supported by others at the Technium and the Innovation Network Partnership 
respectively and the dependent variable of converting ideas into something someone 
else wants seem to be particularly prevalent. Similarly, the notion of mutually 
enforceable agreements at Technium and the Innovation Network Partnership, and 
the dependent variable of converting ideas into something someone else wants are 
significantly associated. The incremental improvement dependent variable is 
statistically significantly associated with several bonding social capital indicators at 
the Innovation Network Partnership. 
 
Indicators of bridging social capital record the highest number of statistically 
significant associations with traditionally-measured dependent variables. Bridging 
social capital seems particularly commonly significantly associated with the 
incremental improvement and conversion of ideas dependent variables at Technium 
and at the Innovation Network Partnership.  Bridging social capital variables are also 
significantly associated with changes in products, services, and process at the 
Innovation Network Partnership and the changes in processes dependent variables 
at Communities First. Bridging social capital variables are also significantly 
associated with the R&D spending dependent variable at Communities First.  
 
The cooperation and collaboration explanatory variables such as intra-programme 
relationships and programme promotion of cooperation have a proportionally high 
incidence of statistically significant associations with incremental improvement and 
conversion of new ideas. The incidence of significant associations seems to be 
evenly distributed across the three case studies.  
 
The dependent variable most likely to be statistically associated is the conversion of 
ideas into something someone else wants (Afuah, 2003). Of the explanatory 
variables the category of bridging social capital is most likely to be statistically 
significantly associated with traditionally-measured innovation. Bonding social capital 
and cooperation and collaboration respectively are the categories next most likely to 
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be statistically associated. This suggests that policy makers need to be more aware 
of building bridging social capital to improve levels of innovative activity. 
 
8.2.4 Hidden Innovation 
The hidden innovation outcomes explored in the three case studies reveal practices 
that are highly likely to positively impact upon traditionally-measured forms of 
innovation. For instance, in each case the mean score for being considered ‘good at 
understanding knowledge from outside’ indicates agreement/strong agreement with 
this statement (Asheim and Isaksen, European Commission 2006; 2003; NESTA, 
2008). This facet of hidden innovation is likely to be supported by practice such as 
the ‘open borders’ approach stated by Interviewee B at the Innovation Network 
Partnership (Cooke, Roper and Wylie, 2002). Communities First Interviewee L spoke 
of the ‘continuous partnership working’ at Communities First.  As a consequence it 
may be expected that other forms of innovation such as traditionally-measured 
innovation and social innovation may benefit from understanding knowledge from 
outside (Abernathy and Clark, 1988; Rutten and Boekema, 2007). 
  
Another hidden innovation outcome, which may be likely to support other forms of 
innovation, is the hidden innovation indicator of ‘being supportive of generating 
(producing) new ideas’. This indicator produces positive mean scores in each case 
study, suggesting mainly agreement/strong agreement. This indicator of hidden 
innovation is, according to McFadzean et al (2005), an important factor influencing 
innovation levels. This view is also supported by the work of OECD/Eurostat (2005). 
It should be noted, though, that hidden innovation is more likely to occur as a result 
of making use of existing ideas (NESTA, 2007).  
 
A further hidden innovation indicator likely to impact on other forms of innovation is 
the successful delivery of worthwhile training (OECD/Eurostat, 2005; Halkett, 2008). 
The mean data results for this category receives a mixed reaction: one case study 
positive, one indifferent, and one case study negative. The most positive in 
agreement/strong agreement is the Communities First project. The indifferent and 
negative cases are the Technium Network and Innovation Network Partnership 
project respectively. The negative response for the Innovation Network Partnership 
may be attributable to the fact that Innovation Network Partnership members take 
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information and knowledge back to their workplace from meetings; however, 
individual members may have little or no influence over training activities. The 
importance of training to other more traditionally-measured forms of innovation is 
found in the work of Morgan and Nauwelaers (1999) who believe training to be a 
factor influencing innovation levels.  
 
‘New ways of managing resources’ is the final hidden innovation indicator to be 
considered in this section (OECD/Eurostat, 2005; European Commission, 2006; 
Halkett, 2008; Valkama and Anttiroiko, 2009; and Stoneman, 2010). An 
indifferent/positive response is recorded for the Technium and a comparatively 
negative response recorded for the Innovation Network Partnership. Again the 
reason why the Innovation Network Partnership has recorded a negative response 
may be linked to the limited influence members may have in their home workplace on 
introducing new ways of managing resources. Cosh et al (2005) consider suitable 
management to be a factor affecting levels of innovation. 
 
The correlation analysis undertaken between the dependent hidden capital variables 
and the social capital and cooperation and collaboration variables produces a 
comparatively large number of significant associations are revealed in Tables 5.12, 
6.8 and 7.11. This is especially true for the Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First project. Doing favours and having them returned, and collective 
problem solving are two generic social capital categories which have significant 
associations with the Innovation Network Partnership and Technium Network 
respectively.  
 
The bonding social capital category has a comparatively large number of statistically 
significant associations at the Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First 
project. Indeed, all categories of bonding social capital have at least one significant 
association with hidden innovation indicators. Mutually enforced agreements are the 
most frequently significantly associated variable with hidden innovation. A similar 
picture is seen for the bridging social capital correlation analysis undertaken. The 
bridging social capital indicators which are most frequently significantly associated 
are gaining access to new skills and collective problem solving. It is apparent from 
the correlation analysis that hidden innovation indicators at the Innovation Network 
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Partnership and Communities First, unlike the Technium Network, are most likely to 
be affected by bonding and bridging social capital and to a lesser extent cooperation 
and collaboration indicators. Again the message to policy makers is one of greater 
awareness and of understanding the need to build bonding and bridging social 
capital, and cooperation and collaboration as positive contributors to hidden 
innovation.  
 
8.2.5 Social Innovation 
The indicators of social innovation investigated via interview and survey reveal a 
change in participant focus across the hard-soft innovation policy continuum. The 
mean and mode data detailed in Tables 5.6, 6.4 and 7.5 demonstrate a change in 
engagement with social innovation along the hard-soft policy continuum. The 
Technium Network located at the hard end of the policy continuum records 
comparatively low mean scores in all categories of social innovation. The mean data 
for the Innovation Network Partnership reveals an indifferent predisposition to 
indicators of social innovation. At the soft end of the continuum, the Communities 
First project, the mean data exposes a different picture of social innovation activity, 
namely, comparatively high mean scores for social innovation. In all categories the 
mean data is positive indicating agreement/strong agreement that social innovation is 
present and practised at the Communities First project (Mulgan, 2006; Young 
Foundation/NESTA, 2007; Mulgan et al, 2007; Phillis et al, 2008; and Cahill, 2010).  
 
Although, there is an uneven spread of incidences of social innovation across the 
continuum, there is evidence of social innovation activities taking place in each case 
study. For instance, there is evidence of business tenants at the Technium Network 
who provide services free of charge to charitable organisations. Technium 
Interviewee E stated ‘we make sure we support at least one charity based website a 
year’. At Innovation Network Partnership meetings organisations such as the Heads 
of the Valleys Innovation Partnership (HOVIP) are present. HOVIP work with a 
variety of public, private, and third sector organisations on a range of commercial and 
community-based projects, some of which may be classified as social innovations. 
Indeed, the work of HOVIP may be considered to illustrate the work of Heiskala 
(2007) and the consideration that all innovative activity is a type of social innovation. 
The Innovation Network Partnership is one of several means used to attract attention 
 277 
and resource to support the work undertaken by HOVIP. Finally, with the 
Communities First project most activity undertaken is either related to or may be 
classified as social innovation. The interviews and participant observations carried 
out at Communities First expose many cases of social innovation. One of the most 
striking examples is that of the Communities First project based at the Llanhilleth 
Miners’ Institute, which makes many social innovation interventions at different levels 
(Brown 1997). Communities First Interviewee B spoke of the Llanhilleth Miners’ 
Institute being used to support ‘many projects from across the community’. 
 
The work of Chesbrough and Teece (1997) may be employed to help better 
understand social innovation across the three case studies. Chesbrough and Teece 
(1997) categorised innovation into autonomous and systemic (‘complementary 
innovations’). It may be said that the objectives, structure, and operations of 
Communities First are more likely to produce social innovation outcomes. In 
particular the make-up of Communities First with its focus and implementation clearly 
embedded in the community is more likely to result in social innovation. In particular, 
the social innovation outcomes discussed in Chapter Seven may be often described 
as ‘complementary innovations’ Chesborough and Teece (1997).  This may be the 
case because of the way in which staff at Communities First engage with their 
community may be considered a form of social innovation, which may then result in 
other forms of social innovation. For example, the community ‘skip’, Big Blue Tent, 
and Action Planning Carousel detailed in chapter seven are all examples of social 
innovation initiated and operationalised by Communities First staff. The resultant 
social innovation may be considered to be complementary to the initial social 
innovation. In essence, the Communities First project seems to be using social 
innovation initiatives to generate even more social innovation. 
 
The correlation analysis in Tables 5.13, 6.9 and 7.12 contains, with the exception of 
the Technium Network, comparatively few significant associations. As with the 
previous comparative correlation analysis undertaken in the preceding two sections, 
it is bonding and bridging social capital categories that are most frequently 
significantly associated with innovation indicators. Collective problem solving and 
access to new skills are among the most frequently significantly associated.  
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8.2.6 Generic Social Capital and Trust 
The mean scores and interview responses for generic social capital and trust differ 
across the case study spectrum. The trend across the innovation policy continuum 
appears to mirror that of social innovation, in that there is a greater prevalence of 
generic social capital and trust at the Communities First project than there is at the 
Innovation Network Partnership and subsequently the Technium Network. In terms of 
general reciprocity, the mean data suggests that it is more likely to occur at the 
Communities First project than at the innovation Network Partnership and Technium 
Network (Coleman, 1988; Putnam et al, 1993; Fountain, 1998; Kaasa, 2009). A 
possible contributory factor to this is an observation made in Section 5.3.6 that 
Technium Interviewee E considers business tenants to be too busy to network and 
form relationships with other tenants - ‘we rarely see our neighbours’ at Technium. 
 
The generic social capital indicator of collective problem solving follows a similar 
trend to that identified above (Woolcock and Narayan, 2000; Ostrom and Ahn, 2003). 
The trend is one of comparatively low instances of collective problem solving at the 
Technium Network, indifferent responses at the Innovation Network Partnership, and 
comparatively high mean scores at the Communities First project. This result is 
corroborated by interviews in that participants frequently spoke of collective forms of 
action at Communities First, but rarely spoke of collective action at the Technium 
project.  
 
Worthy of note is the insight provided by questionnaire responses giving 
respondents’ views of general levels of trust and considerations of the 
trustworthiness of others participating at the Technium Network/Innovation Network 
Partnership/Communities First project. In the case of the Technium Network, it is the 
only innovation programme along the policy continuum where the general levels of 
trust exceed the levels of internal programme-based trustworthiness. Highest levels 
of general trust and trustworthiness are found in the mean data for Communities 
First. Communities First also recorded the widest numerical difference between 
general levels of trust and trustworthiness. This may have implications for the extent 
to which cooperation and collaboration are undertaken at all three case studies. 
Further, higher levels of trust at one programme compared to another can lead to 
high levels of innovation being present at the programme (Knack and Keefer, 1997; 
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Sweeney, 2001; Bachmann, 2003; Beugelsdijk and van Schaik, 2005a; Molina-
Morales and Martinez- Fernandez, 2007). 
 
8.2.7 Bonding Social Capital 
Survey respondents indicate a diverse range of perception of bonding social capital 
indicators. The result is one of increasingly strong positive reactions to bonding social 
capital along the continuum from the Technium Network, via the Innovation Network 
Partnership to the Communities First project. The mean scores vary from indifference 
at the Technium Network through to comparatively high levels of agreement/strong 
agreement at Communities First for feelings of being supported by others at each 
case study (Woodhouse, 2006). As stated in Chapter Seven, it may be possible to 
consider bonding social capital along a scale. For instance, the forms and practice of 
bonding social capital are likely to be differently interpreted along the policy 
continuum. For example, bonding social capital as expressed by Woodhouse (2006) 
and Woolcock and Narayan (2000) in terms of ‘getting by’ is likely to have different 
meanings and interpretations along the policy continuum. The interviewees at the 
Technium Network seem to interpret ‘getting by’ as an individualised phenomenon. 
For example, the poor attendance at networking events and a lack of intra-Technium 
communication may indicate the perception of self-sufficiency as a means of ‘getting 
by’. On the other hand, those at Communities First may be said to hold the opinion 
that ‘getting by’ necessitates collective action. This is evidenced in the Communities 
First interviewee responses of ‘we all work together’ and ‘pulling together for the 
common good’.  
 
In terms of the notion of ‘mutually enforceable agreements’ as described by 
Dasgupta (2000), respondents across the three case studies have differing views as 
to the extent of such behaviour. The extent of mutually enforceable agreement varies 
from case study to case study. Using the mean data, this phenomenon seems to be 
most prevalent at the Communities First project and least prevalent at the Technium 
Network. The interviews held reflect this observation; Communities First Interviewee 
A considers Communities First to be the ‘glue’ keeping community projects on track, 
whilst, Interviewee H at the Innovation Network Partnership refers to ‘being treated 
like family’ at network meetings; this can be said to increase the likelihood of 
achieving objectives at the Innovation Network Partnership. This outcome can be 
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considered to be similar to the notion of mutually enforceable agreements. 
Comparable comments were not made by interviewees at the Technium Network. 
 
The presence of virtuous circles of activity can be said to be indicative of the 
presence of bonding social capital (Putnam et al, 1993; Fountain, 1998). The mean 
data for virtuous circles echoes that of mutually enforceable agreements. The 
programme most likely to experience virtuous circles is Communities First whilst the 
programme likely to experience the least is the Technium Network. It appears from 
interview data that bonding social capital per se is less likely to be built at the 
Technium Network. This is primarily because of a lack of face to-face-contact, 
summarised in the interview with Interviewee H who stated that ‘monthly networking 
events.... are poorly attended’. This is likely to result in fewer opportunities to build 
virtuous circles and subsequently bonding social capital. 
 
8.2.8 Bridging Social Capital 
The evidence presented in Sections 5.3.8, 6.3.10 and 7.3.8 follows the same trend 
as identified above of incidences of bridging social capital increasing along the 
innovation policy continuum from the Technium Network, via the Innovation Network 
Partnership, to the Communities First project. For example, bridging social capital as 
represented by accessing external networks or groups can be seen to be more likely 
to occur at Communities First than either of the other two case studies (Kaasa, 2009; 
Landry et al, 2002). The case study programmes engage in bridging social capital but 
only two programmes refer to activities relating to bridging social capital explicitly in 
their objectives.  
 
The programme objectives suggest links should be built with others outside, such as 
the links with academics proposed by the Technium objectives in Table 5.0; the 
Innovation Network Partnership refers to assisting ‘in the joining up of services’ as 
stated in Table 6.0. However, statements which suggest the building of bridging 
social capital are not overtly represented in the Communities First project objectives 
listed in Table 7.0. Nevertheless, the survey data reveals it is the Communities First 
project where bridging social capital is most likely to occur. The interview responses 
at Communities First reiterate this message, partnership working is considered by 
many at Communities First to be its raison d’etre. Interviewee N at Communities First 
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stated ‘our work is all about building relationships’. Further evidence comes in the 
form of the Action Planning Carousel at Trevethin Communities First - a mechanism 
designed to create opportunities for bridging social capital to be built.  
 
Another element of bridging social capital such as helping to solve problems 
collectively with others as a result of links created by the programme also appear to 
exist to differing extents along the policy continuum (Woolcock and Narayan, 2000; 
Ostrom and Ahn, 2003). As can be seen in Tables 5.9, 6.7 and Table 7.8 the 
Communities First project has a markedly different, higher level performance 
compared to the other programmes, especially when compared to the Technium 
project. This particular indicator of bridging social capital can be considered to be a 
key aspect of creating opportunities for innovative activity to take place. Again 
interview evidence supports this observation. Interviews held at the Technium 
Network suggest that creating bridging social capital is considered to be a function of 
Technium centre staff, which although considered to be partially implemented does 
not receive sufficient support from business tenants. On the other hand at 
Communities First greater incidences of staff-led bridging social capital initiatives 
being implemented are recorded. 
 
It is worth noting that bridging social capital is believed to be a prerequisite for 
‘getting ahead’ (Woolcock and Narayan, 2000; Woodhouse, 2006). The survey and 
interview data suggests that ‘getting ahead’ is more likely to occur at the 
Communities First project than at the other programmes. The comparatively low 
mean scores for the Technium Network may be considered to be a concern for those 
leading and managing at the network.  
 
8.2.9 Cooperation and Collaboration 
The mean data discussed in Section 8.3.5 alluded to differences between the three 
case studies in general trust and trustworthiness. It was also suggested in Section 
8.3.5 that differences in trust may have implications for the extent to which 
cooperation and collaboration take place. This is partially borne out in that high mean 
scores are recorded, revealing agreement/strong agreement, that individuals are 
more likely to cooperate with others if there is trust in the other person (Putnam et al, 
1993; Beugelsdijk and van Shaik, 2005a). It is more likely, that individuals will 
 282 
cooperate with someone inside either the Innovation Network Partnership or 
Communities First project than with someone outside. The opposite may be said to 
be true for the Technium Network tenants, who are less likely to cooperate with 
others inside the Technium Network than outside it. This is so because levels of 
trustworthiness intra- project are higher than general levels of trust outside. This is 
true only for the Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First project. 
 
The variation across the continuum in levels of trust and cooperation is likely to have 
an impact upon the taking of risks and subsequent radicalness of any resultant 
innovation (Akcomak and ter Weel, 2008: Kaasa, 2009). Similarly, moving along the 
innovation policy continuum reveals different levels of trust, which has implications 
for the perceived level of transaction costs. Higher levels of trust typically lead to 
lower transaction costs (Landry et al, 2002; Beugelsdijk and van Shaik 2005a; 
Woodhouse, 2006). Consequently, lower transaction costs may lead to increasing 
the levels of risk acceptance.  
 
8.2.10 Barriers to Innovation 
There are several barriers to innovation highlighted across the innovation policy 
continuum. The barriers to innovation at the Technium Network, for example, seem 
to focus upon a dearth of opportunities to build bridging social capital between 
tenants and organisations outside the Technium Network. Even when opportunities 
have been created for links with universities, a mixed experience is recorded by 
interviewees. For instance, access to funding knowledge and resources are seen as 
being a barrier to innovation. Other innovation barriers at the Technium Network 
include a lack of opportunity to build bonding social capital between tenants. 
 
At the Innovation Network Partnership the barriers to innovation focus upon intra- 
Innovation Network Partnership competition. The competition between members is a 
consequence of working with similar clients and seeking funding from often identical 
sources. The competition considered to exist at the Innovation Network Partnership 
is likely to inhibit opportunities to build bonding and bridging social capital. It is also 
likely to hinder cooperation and collaboration between members.   
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The Communities First project has statutory obligations to fulfil which are considered 
to be barriers to innovation, as is the perceived lack of confidence and self-esteem of 
community members. Debatably, the highest barrier to innovation at Communities 
First is that of political interference. Political involvement has on occasion, as detailed 
in Section 7.3.10, hampered the work of Communities First.  
 
8.2.11 Summary 
Along the innovation policy continuum, the indicators of innovation and social capital 
appear in differing concentrations. The indicators of innovation, for instance, vary 
across the continuum. Traditionally-measured innovation is most likely to occur at the 
Technium Network and least likely to occur at Communities First. Conversely, social 
innovation is more likely to be present at Communities First and least likely at the 
Technium Network. Hidden innovation, on the other hand, is likely to be more evenly 
practised across the innovation continuum. 
 
Indicators for generic, bonding and bridging social capital are typically found to a 
greater extent at the Communities First project and less so at the Innovation Network 
Partnership and particularly less so at the Technium Network. Similarly, cooperation 
and collaboration appears to exist to a greater extent at the Communities First project 
than the other programme-based case studies.  
 
The survey analysis of general levels of trust and intra-programme trust reveals 
comparable results for general levels of trust across the continuum, but differences 
for trustworthiness of others within each programme. It appears that trust in others at 
programme level is greater at Communities First than at the Innovation Network 
Partnership. It may be possible, using the work of Dasgupta (2000), Hall (2002), 
Ostrom and Ahn (2003), Fukuyama (2003), and Woodhouse (2006) who believe that 
trust is an outcome of social capital, to suggest that greater levels of social capital 
across the continuum lead to more trust with others within the individual programme. 
Indeed, Dasgupta (2009) holds the view that the only means by which trust can be 
created is via social capital. 
 
Nevertheless, just because there seems to be more trust existing at Communities 
First than the other programmes, and it appears there is more social capital at 
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Communities First than the other programmes, it does not necessarily mean that 
more trust at Communities First is occurring as a direct result of a greater extent of 
forms of social capital being present.  
 
Correlation analysis reveals a range of statistically significant associations. The 
Technium Network with its greater preponderance of traditionally-measured 
innovation than the other case studies has statistically significant associations 
between most indicators of bonding and bridging social capital, and cooperation and 
collaboration, and the conversion of ideas into something others want, indicator of 
traditionally-measured innovation. Given that the conversion of ideas is a 
fundamental aspect of the innovation process, it can be concluded that at the 
Technium Network bonding and bridging social capital, and cooperation and 
collaboration are expected to make a positive contribution to the activity of converting 
ideas into something others want. Comparatively few significant statistical 
associations are found for hidden innovation at the Technium. Conversely, indicators 
of social innovation appear to be significantly associated with many explanatory 
variables. Therefore, the comparatively low level of social innovative activity at 
Technium may be explained by the comparatively low levels of generic, bonding, and 
bridging social capital, and cooperation and collaboration at Technium.  
 
At the Innovation Network Partnership traditionally-measured and hidden innovation 
record the most frequent statistically significant associations. Indicators of bonding 
and bridging social capital seem to be most commonly significantly associated. In 
particular, traditionally-measured indicators such as incremental improvement, and 
changes in products/services and processes are significantly associated with 
bonding and bridging social capital. For hidden innovation, all dependent variables, 
with the exception of the changes in the management of resources indicator, are 
significantly associated with many of the bonding and bridging social capital 
indicators. In terms of social innovation at the Innovation Network Partnership, 
comparatively few statistically significant associations are present. The innovative 
activity at the Innovation Network Partnership may be expected to benefit from the 
presence of bonding and bridging social capital; this may be said to be particularly 
true for hidden innovation indicators such as understanding knowledge, and 
generating and sharing new ideas.  
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The aspect of traditionally-measured innovation at Communities First which is most 
frequently significantly associated is R&D expenditure. It should be noted that R&D 
expenditure at Communities First is typically considered to be research undertaken 
with the local community or undertaken in preparation for funding bid purposes. 
Indeed, most of the generic social capital, bridging social capital, and cooperation 
and collaboration indicators are significantly associated with R&D expenditure. The 
changes in processes indicator is also statistically associated with bonding and 
bridging social capital. There are far more instances of significant associations 
occurring with hidden innovation indicators. As with the Innovation Network 
Partnership bonding and bridging social capital, and cooperation and collaboration 
are frequently statistically associated with hidden innovation indicators such as 
understanding knowledge, and generating and sharing new ideas. Bridging social 
capital, and cooperation and collaboration seem to be of importance to social 
innovation indicators such as: the work of Communities First is of benefit to society; 
the identification of social needs; and the launching by Communities First of a 
product or service wanted and used by the local community. A summary of the 
correlation data for each case study detailed in Chapters Five, Six and Seven 
respectively is shown in Table 8.0 below. 
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Table 8.0 Correlation Data Summary - Cross Case Study Analysis 
 
 Technium Innovation Network 
Partnership 
Communities First 
 Trad. 
Innov. 
 
Hidden 
Innov. 
Social 
Innov. 
Trad. 
Innov. 
 
Hidden 
Innov. 
Social 
Innov. 
Trad. 
Innov. 
 
Hidden 
Innov. 
Social 
Innov. 
 
Generic Social 
Capital 
 
         
 
Bonding 
Social Capital 
 
         
 
Bridging 
Social Capital 
 
         
 
Cooperation 
and 
Collaboration 
 
         
 
Key  
Nil statistically significant 
positively associations 
 
Statistically significant 
positively associations  < 5 
 
Statistically significant 
positively associations  ≥ 5 
 
 
In most instances it seems that generic, bonding and bridging social capital, and 
cooperation and collaboration have statistically significant associations with 
traditionally-measured, hidden and social innovation indicators. Of the explanatory 
variables bridging social capital appears to be the most likely to be positively 
associated with forms of innovation. It may therefore be concluded that policy 
instruments introduced to promote the building of generic, bonding and especially 
bridging social capital, and cooperation and collaboration may be expected to 
positively contribute to levels of innovative activity. 
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9.0     Chapter Nine – Conclusion and Implications for Policy  
                                      Makers       
     
9.1  Introduction 
This chapter is constructed with reference to the thesis research questions and 
hypotheses. The sections identified for this chapter include: the conclusion; 
implications for policy makers; contribution to knowledge; and thesis limitations and 
areas for further work. This research project primarily aims to analyse the effect of 
social capital upon innovative activity across the innovation policy continuum. To 
achieve the aim, there are three objectives identified. Initially the research identifies 
the extent of innovative activity across the continuum. Then the extent of social 
capital (including cooperation and collaboration) is explored, and finally the policy 
implications of the relationship between social capital (including cooperation and 
collaboration) and forms of innovation are explored.  
 
Along the innovation policy continuum, forms of innovation and social capital exist to 
different extents. Certain innovation programmes appear to be more effective at 
producing traditional, hidden and social innovation outcomes than others. Similarly, 
social capital indicators also appear at differing degrees across the continuum. 
Further, relationships expressed in the form of significant associations exist to a 
greater or lesser extent across the innovation policy continuum.  
 
9.2 Conclusion 
The framework for the conclusion has been taken from the thesis research questions, 
aim, objectives and hypotheses found in sections 1.3.1; 1.3.2; 1.3.3 and 4.8 
respectively. In response to the thesis research questions, aim and objectives initially 
there is a focus on innovation policy in Wales, its drivers and forms. To explore 
Innovation policy in Wales a number of theoretical tools may be used; for example 
institutional and relational work of Dodgson et al (2008) and the four levels of 
innovation policy as described by NESTA (2007). The Technium project can be said 
to be aligned with level one science and technology policy, the Innovation Network 
Partnership pigeon-holed in levels two and three. The Communities First project 
arguably sits outside the NESTA (2007) four levels. The Communities First project 
may have to be located in a level five social innovation category. Responsibility for 
innovation policy in Wales is primarily the responsibility of the Welsh Assembly 
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Government and local authorities. The implementation of innovation policy is 
represented by the hard-soft innovation policy continuum consisting of the Technium 
Network, Innovation Network Partnership, and Communities First project.  
 
The forms of innovation explored in the thesis go beyond traditionally-measured 
innovation indicators as described by Afuah (2003), Manley (2003), NESTA (2007), 
and Bessant and Tidd (2007) to include hidden and social innovation. Traditionally- 
measured innovation typically has a cynosure of technological development and 
tangible product and process improvements. The work of Bessant and Tidd (2007) is 
included to ascertain whether or not respondents at the Technium Network, 
Innovation Network Partnership or Communities First have significantly changed their 
products, services, or processes in the last year. Another aspect of traditionally- 
measured innovation, the classification of innovation into incremental or radical, is 
also explored (Afuah, 2003). Traditionally-measured innovation is more likely to occur 
at the Technium Network. This outcome is likely to be a result of the technology and 
science focus typical of business tenants at Technium centres.  
 
Hidden innovation is described in the literature review as being constituted of 
elements such as: changes in working practices and/or managing resources 
(OECD/Eurostat, 2005; Halkett, 2008); successful delivery of worthwhile training 
(OECD/Eurostat, 2005; Halkett, 2008); the organisation is good at absorbing 
knowledge from outside the organisation (Asheim and Isaksen, 2003; NESTA 2008); 
the management style at work encourages the sharing of new ideas (Cosh et al, 
2005). Instances of hidden innovation are more evenly spread across the innovation 
policy continuum than other forms of innovation. Research into hidden innovation is 
usually conducted on a macro, national scale or on in the context of corporate 
business (OECD/Eurostat, 2005; Halkett, 2008).  
 
The final aspect of innovation to be analysed at each case study is social innovation. 
The aspects of social innovation literature applied in the primary research include 
data collected which focuses on: work being of benefit to society (Young 
Foundation/NESTA, 2007 and Phillis et al 2008); and identify and satisfy social 
needs (Mulgan, 2006; Mulgan et al, 2007; and Phillis et al, 2008). Social innovation is 
more prevalent at Communities First than at the Innovation Network Partnership and 
 289 
Technium Network. In parallel with hidden innovation, much social innovation 
research is conducted on a national or corporate scale.  
 
Social capital typically represented in the thesis is disaggregated into generic social 
capital, bonding social capital and bridging social capital. The rationale for the 
decision to disaggregate social capital can be found in the work of Kaasa (2009). 
Kaasa (2009) holds the view that disaggregated social capital research is more likely 
to result in outcomes of use to policy makers. The form of generic social capital 
adopted in this thesis relates to the work of Ostrom and Ahn (2003) and Woolcock 
and Narayan (2000) and their notion of collective problem solving; Putnam et al 
(1993), Coleman (1988), and Fountain (1998) who are associated with general 
reciprocity; Bjornskov (2006) and general levels of trust; and the Tsai and Ghoshal 
(1998) and Landry et al (2002) interpretation of trustworthiness.  Evidence of such 
activities was found in different concentrations at different innovation policy 
programmes. For instance, the Communities First project seems more likely to 
engage in generic social capital than the other case study programmes. Likely factors 
contributing to this observation include differences in programme aim and objectives, 
programme-based working practices and differences in programme recipient 
expectations.  
 
Similarly, bonding social capital is an aggregate term used to corral phenomena such 
as: feelings of being supported (Woodhouse, 2006); having positive relationships 
(Putnam, 2000); mutually enforceable agreements (Dasgupta, 2002); and virtuous 
circles described by Putnam et al (1993). The presence of bonding social capital is 
not universally felt across the innovation policy continuum. Analogous to generic 
social capital, bonding social capital is more likely to exist at the Communities First 
project than the Innovation Network Partnership and Technium Network.  
 
Bridging social capital is the third and final form of social capital explored in the 
thesis. Bridging social capital is deconstructed into its component parts of: gaining 
access to external networks (Kaasa, 2009; and Landry et al, 2002); gaining access to 
new skills and resources via other organisations (Woodhouse, 2006), and 
relationships with a diverse range of other organisations (Putnam, 2000). 
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The work of the aforementioned social capital theorists has typically been carried out 
with large scale nationwide indicators of social capital such as the membership of 
clubs and associations (Putnam et al, 1993), and cross-country social capital-based 
research such as Bjornskov (2006), and Kaasa (2009 focusing on social capital at a 
regional level, or comparing social capital existing at one town with another 
(Woodhouse, 2006), or exploring instances of social capital present at a sector of 
industry (Landry et al, 2002). Comparatively few social capital research projects have 
been undertaken at a sub-regional level. Rutten and Boekema (2007) conducted 
work looking at innovation networks using aspects of social capital to explain their 
findings, and Cooke et al (2005) undertook a regional analysis of the instances and 
consequences of social capital at small firms across the UK. A study of social capital 
with a locale of an innovation policy continuum consisting of innovation programmes 
such as the Technium Network, Innovation Network Partnership, and Communities 
First project has not been previously undertaken.  
 
Running in parallel with the analysis of social capital across the innovation policy 
continuum is an analysis of cooperation and collaboration at the three case studies. 
The rationale for this is that social capital related activity may lead to cooperation and 
collaboration taking place. Indeed, Fountain (1998) describing the phenomenon of 
social capital states norms, networks and trust increase the likelihood of cooperation 
taking place between individuals. Similarly, Fukuyama (2003) considers social capital 
to promote cooperation. However, these statements are contradicted by Putnam et al 
(1993) and Beugelsdijk and van Shaik (2005a) who wrote ‘cooperation breeds trust’. 
Arguably, the most likely scenario is a combination of trust increasing the likelihood 
of cooperation taking place and increasing levels of cooperative activity leading to 
increases in levels of trust. Further, there are linkages between cooperation and 
collaboration, and innovative activity established by Rutten and Boekema (2007) and 
Shan et al (1994) who believe that cooperation and collaboration are prerequisites to 
innovative activity. They continue believing social capital to be a form of 
complementary activity to cooperation and collaboration. Others such as Akcomak 
and ter Weel, 2008: Kaasa, 2009 suggest that cooperation can create higher levels 
of trust, which in turn may lead to less risk aversion and consequently more radical 
forms of innovation. The evidence of cooperation and collaboration across the 
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innovation continuum imitates that of social capital. The Communities First project is 
the most likely place to find cooperation and collaboration.  
 
Similar to aspects of social capital research identified above, research into 
cooperation and collaboration and its links to social capital and innovation tends to be 
focused on a national basis, such as Ostrom and Ahn (2003) or on an industry basis 
(Rutten and Boekema, 2007). Research focused on cooperation and collaboration 
and its links to social capital and innovation in the context of the innovation policy in 
Wales has not been undertaken prior to the production of this thesis. 
 
It can be stated that the data analysis undertaken in Chapter Six for the Innovation 
Network Partnership and Chapter Seven for the Communities First project clearly 
suggests that both programmes create opportunities to build relationships and 
subsequently social capital; evidence of such activity is not as widespread at the 
Technium Network. The partnership building found at the Innovation Network 
Partnership and Communities First project is aligned with the work of Dodgson et al 
(2008) who consider support for organisations to build relationships and 
subsequently social capital to improve regional economies. Such improvement, they 
state, is an outcome of the inter-organisation learning which is undertaken and 
which may ultimately result in a communal innovation system. There is much 
interview evidence from the Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First 
project to corroborate Dodgson et al’s (2008) work. 
 
This research reveals not only the existence and extent of innovation and social 
capital; it also identifies statistically significant relationships between the two 
phenomena. As stated in the five thesis hypotheses listed in section 4.8, 
relationships between forms of social capital and cooperation and collaboration and 
forms of innovation are explored. The correlation analysis undertaken in Chapters 
Five, Six and Seven exposes the positive and sometimes negative significant  
associations between elements of social capital, and cooperation and collaboration, 
and forms of innovation. Of the explanatory variables bridging social capital, 
bonding social capital, generic social capital, and cooperation and collaboration are  
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most likely to be significantly associated with innovation dependent variables. The 
implications of these findings to policy makers are that innovation policy and 
programmes should be mindful of the need to build and maintain different forms of 
social capital, and cooperation and collaboration. As a consequence, it is expected 
that forms and levels of innovation will be positively affected. The correlation 
analysis is further applied to support or refute the thesis hypotheses. As a 
consequence of the correlation analysis undertaken in Chapters Five, Six and 
Seven all thesis hypotheses are supported. A summary of hypotheses outcomes is 
shown in Table 9.0 below. A more detailed analysis of the number of incidences of 
statistically significant associations between explanatory and dependent variables 
are recorded in Chapter Five in Tables 5.11; 5.12; 5.13; in Chapter Six in Tables 
6.9; 6.10; 6.11; Chapter Seven in Tables 7.10; 7.11; 7.12 and summarised in 
Chapter Eight, Table 8.0. 
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Table 9.0 Summary of Hypotheses Outcomes 
 
Hypotheses Technium Innovation 
Network 
Partnership 
Communities 
First 
Hypothesis H1 
There is a significant association 
between levels of generic social 
capital (primarily expressed in terms 
of trust and general reciprocity) and 
levels of innovative activity in each of 
the three case studies. 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 
 
Hypothesis H2 
There is a significant association 
between levels of bonding social 
capital and levels of innovative 
activity in each of the three case 
studies. 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 
 
Hypothesis H3 
There is a significant association 
between levels of bridging social 
capital and levels of innovative 
activity in each of the three case 
studies. 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 
 
Hypothesis H4 
There is a significant association 
between levels of cooperation and 
levels of innovative activity in each of 
the three case studies. 
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Hypothesis H5 
There is a significant association 
between levels of collaboration and 
levels of innovative activity in each of 
the three case studies. 
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X 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
Key  
Statistically significant 
association present 
X 
Statistically significant 
association not present 
 
 
As stated in Chapter Four, the empirical research undertaken in this thesis 
employed a mixed methods approach. It is recognised that aspects of innovation 
and social capital are positivist in nature whilst other aspects are more closely 
aligned with a phenomenological stance. As a result the research methods were 
designed to reflect the variety of outcomes and forms of activity present along the 
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innovation policy continuum. Ontologically speaking, the research undertaken 
recognises the differences in reality perceptions expressed by Interviewees and 
survey respondents. This view is further corroborated by observation, especially at 
the Innovation Network Partnership meetings and Communities First Partnership 
Board meetings. Observation undertaken revealed multiple understandings of what 
constitutes innovative activity. For instance, members at Innovation Network 
Partnership meetings are more likely to consider innovation as an objective 
construct more closely related to traditionally-measured innovation, whilst volunteers 
at Communities First are more likely to associate innovative activity with forms of 
social innovation. It should be noted that, although the innovation programmes 
studied can all be justifiably located on the innovation policy continuum, they each 
have their own set of aims and objectives. As a result it is expected that individuals 
and groups actively associated with each of the three case study programmes will 
have understandings of what constitutes innovation which may align with the stated 
programme aim and objectives. For example, the Technium network objectives 
stated in Table 5.0 are all tangible, business related objectives. On the other hand, 
the Communities First objectives listed in Table 7.0 are more subjective and 
community focused. Such differences in aim and objectives are likely to create 
differences in understandings of innovative activity. Those actively engaged with all 
three case study programmes are expected to be supportive of the programme aim 
and objectives. Consequently, any comparison made between the case studies 
should be mindful of the knock-on effect of differing aim and objectives to 
programme participants’ perceptions of reality. 
 
In terms of epistemology, the research has been undertaken via a variety of forms of 
relationship. At one extreme a more distant relationship with the survey and at the 
other pole, closer more personal forms of data collection via interviews and 
participant observation. The participant observations in particular enabled the 
researcher to become a form of ‘insider’ at each innovation programme studied. 
Participant observations at the Technium project were limited to visits to Technium 
centres and observations made at a small number of business tenant networking 
meetings. Axiologically, the research has been alert to the potential differences in 
values held by research participants. It has been assumed that all participants of 
individual programmes along the innovation policy continuum share similar values 
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in-line with the programme aim and objectives. Further, the research has been 
undertaken with the assumption that all participants share similar value-free 
interpretations of forms of innovation and aspects of social capital, and cooperation 
and collaboration.  
 
9.3 Implications for Policy Makers 
It can be stated that any policy devised to stimulate innovation should consider the 
‘need to try to address flows of labour and skills, not stocks, and address retraining 
and adaptation as keys to sustainable local and regional economies’ (James and 
Clark, 1997). This statement only partially reveals the diverse nature of innovation 
policy and its intended outcomes. This thesis highlights in the Technium Network, 
Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First project the need for 
innovation policy and programmes to not only have greater awareness of the range 
of desirable innovation outcomes, but also to be aware of and understand the need 
to create spaces and connections where forms of social capital can flourish, and 
make positive contributions to a range of innovation outcomes.  
 
Fountain (1998) recommends policy-makers engage actively in the promotion of 
trust between various stakeholders in innovation. She even states that governments 
should ‘aggressively’ promote networks linking firms to universities and a range of 
government agencies. This recommendation can be said to be particularly relevant 
to the Technium Network, the interview and survey data conveying a perceived lack 
of cooperation and collaboration between Technium tenants and university-based 
academics. As stated by Technium Interviewee D ‘university staff seem to be 
unsure as to what their role is in relation to us’.  
 
However, other aspects of the work of Fountain (1998) are disputed by the thesis 
outcomes. For instance, Fountain advocates the usage of information 
communication technology to promote ‘distance-independent’ networks. In her 
opinion, the use of information and communication technology to promote inter-firm 
trust may make the initial stages of firm relationship building more expeditious 
(Fountain, 1998). This, stated Fountain (1998), is likely to reduce the initial financial 
costs of relationship building and free-up resources required for innovation more 
efficiently and effectively. It should be noted that case study quantitative analysis 
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reveals that trust is more likely to occur at the Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First project, programmes where there are far greater instances of 
face-to-face contact than at the Technium Network which has comparatively lower 
levels of trust. 
 
Innovation policy makers should not consider social capital to be a panacea for 
increasing levels of innovative activity. There may be common traits running through 
policy, such as encouraging cooperation among programme participants. 
Nevertheless, there is more likely to be an expectation of tailoring the innovation 
programme to the needs of the intended audience. Innovation programmes to date 
have traditionally concentrated upon financial assistance and quantitative-based 
evaluation mechanisms more-or-less whatever the audience. What is proposed in 
this thesis is that innovation policy makers consider ways in which to actively create 
opportunities for building and sustaining generic social capital and in particular 
bonding and bridging social capital. Similarly, opportunities to create and sustain 
cooperation and collaboration are identified in this thesis as frequently making 
positive contributions to forms of innovation and as such should be actively 
promoted in policy documentation. This is evidenced in the tables contained in 
Chapters Five, Six and Seven. 
 
Other aspects of innovation policy explored include the benefits of close proximity of 
economic actors to innovation including reducing levels of uncertainty in the 
economic environment (Cooke and Morgan, 1994; and Storper and Venables, 2004). 
This may be said to be true with the levels of social capital and trust existing at the 
Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First project. Thesis findings for 
the Technium Network reveal a different view. Although tenants at Technium are in 
close proximity, they do not appear to be reaping the benefits of comparatively 
increased levels of social capital, trust and innovation which are expected to result 
from close proximity. This observation made by analysis and evaluation of the data in 
Chapter Four suggests that business tenants need different forms of encouragement 
to create situations where tenants may want and be able to network with other 
tenants on a face-to-face basis. 
 
 297 
A fundamental aspect of policy making is the decision made as to the choice of 
evaluation methodology and method. As discussed in the evaluation sections in 
Chapters Five, Six and Seven, much evaluation undertaken by innovation 
programme sponsors such as the Welsh Assembly Government does not enable an 
appropriate level of value and measurement to be afforded to forms of social capital, 
cooperation and collaboration. It can be stated that greater emphasis upon the 
appropriate use of evaluation is required. For instance, the use of evaluation tools 
which can facilitate the capture and reflection of activity in which the programme is 
expected to engage and add the greatest value. This includes the capture of data 
which reflects the existence and extent of traditionally-measured innovation, hidden 
innovation, social innovation, generic social capital, bonding social capital, bridging 
social capital, cooperation and collaboration. Indeed, as stated by Technium 
Interviewee A ‘there are lots of things we do for our tenants which goes unnoticed 
and unrecorded’. Communities First Interviewee D concurs stating ‘it is the 
relationship building that matters but that’s not included in our monitoring reports’. 
Potential additions or amendments to the current evaluation tools used are 
outcomes from the thesis findings; namely, that if forms of social capital are likely to 
have a positive impact on forms of innovation, then indicators of social capital 
should be monitored as part of the evaluation process.  
 
The correlation data in Chapters Five, Six and Seven indicate that aspects of social 
capital and cooperation and collaboration have a positive impact upon different 
forms of innovation. As a consequence, activities designed to foster social capital, 
and cooperation and collaboration should be encouraged and evaluated. Therefore, 
it may be concluded that evaluation undertaken at all three case studies should 
include an analysis and evaluation of instances and outcomes of different forms of 
innovation, such as: traditionally-measured, hidden, and social. In addition, 
evaluation practice should also include analysis and evaluation of generic, bonding 
and bridging social capital, and cooperation and collaboration. The thesis in 
Chapters Five, Six, Seven and Eight highlights ways in which awareness and 
understanding of different forms of innovation and social capital may be created. 
 
It is also worth noting that the importance of social capital may be overemphasised. 
It may be the case that resources committed to developing social capital may 
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detract from resources required to maintain an organisation’s core activities. 
Nevertheless, organisations are unlikely to be accused of being too introspective 
and over-developing their internal social capital (Dodgson et al, 2008). This 
highlights possible tension between bonding and bridging social capital. This tension 
may occur if those who benefit and achieve a desired status via bonding social 
capital may see benefit and status diminish with the advent and greater incidence of 
bridging social capital. Therefore, it may be advisable to manage and avert such 
tension which may inhibit the building and maintenance of social capital. This may 
be true in the Technium Network, Innovation Network Partnership, and Communities 
First project. Within each of the three case studies it may be the case that both 
bonding and bridging social capital may create individuals and groups who consider 
themselves to be either beneficiaries or losers as a consequence of bonding and/or 
bridging social capital. Any recommendation suggesting that bonding and/or 
bridging social capital should be actively encouraged needs to be mindful of the 
benefit or damage, status or loss of status resultant of different forms of social 
capital.  
 
Other potential detrimental aspects to policy designed to encourage the building of 
social capital is exposed by Bjornskov (2006). He states that the generalised nature 
of social capital may lead to policy outcomes that are so diverse as to dilute its 
intended impact. A comparable view is held by Beugelsdijk and van Shaik (2005a) 
who consider the relative uncertainty surrounding the constitution and measurement 
of social capital to be a factor inhibiting the production of definitive policy outcomes. 
Nevertheless, much social capital related activity is taking place, particularly at the 
Innovation Network Partnership and Communities First project, as a by-product of 
current policy. A more overt, bespoke and implemented social capital focused policy 
is likely to create more opportunities for social capital to flourish.  In designing such a 
policy, policy makers can derive inspiration from the work of Fountain (1998). She 
considers that social capital resultant of the relationship between government and 
industry is reliant upon government being able to change with the times. In other 
words, governments are required to create an environment suitable for productive 
relationships to exist. Such an environment may necessitate designing and 
implementing a range of incentives and disincentives, to encourage or discourage 
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activities that will result in the promotion of productive social capital.  Landry et al 
(2002) support this view particularly in terms of promoting network membership. 
 
Further, collaboration may be actively encouraged by the governmental introduction 
of fora designed to enable inter-firm relationship building (Fountain, 1998). The 
private sector also has a role to play in relationship building. For instance, Dodgson 
et al (2008) highlight the need for organisations to consider investing in relationship 
building as a contribution to the process of innovation. Such fora could further 
promote information and knowledge exchange among innovation stakeholders. 
 
 
The analyses undertaken in Chapters Five, Six and Seven, and  the comparative 
analysis carried out in Chapter Eight partially corroborates the work of Knack and 
Keefer (1997) and Landry et al (2002) who share the belief that comparatively low 
levels of trust lead to lower levels of innovation. The thesis results concur in that 
comparatively lower levels of trust at the Technium Network occur alongside lower 
levels of hidden and social innovation. At the Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First project the opposite is observed: comparatively higher levels of 
trust with higher levels of hidden and social innovation. Conversely, however, there 
are high levels of traditionally-measured innovation at Technium Network in spite of 
comparatively lower levels of trust. Similarly, there is comparatively less evidence of 
traditionally-measured innovation at the Innovation Network Partnership and 
Communities First project even though there are comparatively higher levels of trust 
present.  
 
It may be possible to suggest that greater opportunities for intra- and the introduction 
of opportunities for inter- programme learning be created. Amongst the outcomes of 
such activities may be the creation of opportunities for synergies between and within 
programmes to be identified and exploited at both intra- and inter- innovation 
programme levels. This notion of programme learning is expected to be of 
importance at all stages of the programme’s lifecycle. However the most important 
stage at which such intra- and inter- programme learning might take place would be 
at the pilot and early stages of the programme’s lifecycle. Even though Technium 
centre managers, Innovation Network Partnership chairs and Communities First 
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Partnership coordinators often have markedly different stakeholders, they are all 
engaged in activities designed to boost levels of innovation, in the form of 
traditionally-measured, hidden, or social all of which are present and fostered to 
differing degrees at each case study. As a consequence, a sharing of understandings 
and experiences of the inputs, processes and results of innovation focused activity is 
likely to benefit all those working to increase levels of innovation.  
 
NESTA (2006) recommend that the UK government adopt a ‘textured’ innovation 
policy. A ‘textured’ innovation policy, state NESTA (2006), would have an awareness 
of the seemingly infinite number of ways innovation can occur. Stoneman (2010) 
considers UK Government innovation policy to have predominantly focused upon 
technological innovation and calls for innovation policy to develop a more holistic 
approach. Further, Stoneman advocates the design and implementation of an 
innovation policy which encourages different forms of innovation such as hidden 
innovation. The findings in Chapter Five, Six and Seven corroborate the work of 
NESTA (2006) and Stoneman (2010): that there is evidence of traditionally-
measured, hidden, and social innovation present at each case study. If policy is to 
holistically encourage innovative activity, then traditionally-measured, hidden, and 
social forms of innovation need to be explicitly and coherently developed via the 
design, implementation and evaluation of programmes.  
 
This suggests a move away from solely attempting to improve traditionally-measured 
innovation performance metrics which focus upon science and technology. Thus, 
creating an innovation policy which recognises the need, to collect data, analyse and 
evaluate innovation-related data from sources, which represent a more broadly 
defined view of innovation. As a consequence, innovation policy would be all 
encompassing, embracing a plethora of initiatives designed to make the actual and 
potential working population in the UK more innovative. Ultimately, the message to 
policymakers is that countries and/or regions require a bespoke innovation policy 
(NESTA, 2006). Clearly every country or region is unique; as a result, a universalist 
approach to innovation policymaking may be inappropriate. A country such as Wales 
may have similar development needs but in different concentrations to other parts of 
the UK and EU. As a result, it is highly likely that Wales needs an innovation policy 
tailored to its unique public and private sector landscape. The thesis research 
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findings in Chapters Five, Six and Seven support this conclusion. Indeed, even 
programmes within national boundaries, such as the Technium Network, Innovation 
Network Partnership, and Communities First have different, individual needs.  
 
Research undertaken by NESTA (2008) recommends that innovation policy should 
encourage individuals to be innovative. It is people, state NESTA (2008), that matter 
to innovative activity. The NESTA (2008) research may be partially summarised as 
follows: innovation is ‘embodied in talented people, not just new technology’. This 
poses a dilemma for organisations that realise they need to develop their human 
resources but also realise how foot-loose trained individuals may become. Thus, 
although an organisation has trained its employees, other organisations may 
ultimately reap the benefits. Small firms such as Technium business tenants or small 
organisations such as Communities First partnerships may face further difficulties 
when considering human resource development. For example, small organisations 
are more likely to have resource constraints which may inhibit training and 
development activities. However, as far as the broader economy is concerned, the 
movement of labour is likely to have a positive effect upon a country’s capacity to 
innovate. The movement of people expedites the exchange of information and 
knowledge prerequisite for innovation. Further, the movement of people may 
increase the likelihood of information and knowledge being created new to an 
organisation.  
 
Miles and Green (2008) keenly support the need for greater interaction between 
policymakers and those either potentially or actually engaged in innovative activity. 
Such interaction may need to be more frequent than in the past. Innovation and its 
prerequisites and co-requisites are constantly changing. As a result, policymakers 
need to keep abreast of such changes. Clearly, this interaction is likely to support 
learning and result in evolution in innovation policy making and policy outcomes. This 
is a similar concept to the democratisation of policymaking advocated by Diez and 
Esteban (2000). Further, Miles and Green (2008) concur with Diez and Esteban’s 
(2000) pluralist society co-creating innovation policy. The interaction and learning 
taking place between the various innovation policy stakeholders is more likely to 
produce bespoke innovation policy. Consequently such policy is far more likely to 
appropriately incentivise and sustain innovative activity in Wales.  
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A potential development for innovation policy in Wales may be that, whenever an 
individual is in receipt of a policy initiative above a predetermined level of resource 
engagement, the recipient must agree to actively participate in a network or networks 
which may further support his/her organisation’s innovative activity. The benefits of 
this policy proposal are clearly that the organisation exposes itself to a broader range 
of knowledge and expertise. This may also be a mechanism for initiating bridging 
social capital opportunities or strengthening existing bridging social capital. This may 
seem to be a rather contrived means of building social capital. Arguably, it may 
contaminate any free market linkages and relationships that have either been or are 
being built between an organisation and its various stakeholders. It may be best to 
merely inform the grant recipient of the networks established in particular areas of 
expertise. Also to inform the programme recipient of the potential benefits for the 
innovation process of actively being involved in an appropriate form of bridging social 
capital. Whether innovation policymakers make network participation mandatory or 
discretionary may depend upon an organisation’s previous bridging social capital 
track record. Organisations with on-going experience of actively building and 
maintaining bridging social capital may be exempt from being compelled to join 
external networks, merely being encouraged to continue practices associated with 
bridging social capital.  
 
The work of NESTA (2007) proposes that innovation policy is more inclusive of all 
forms of innovation. It may be the case that hidden and social innovation, have more 
importance to the innovative activity across a country than more traditionally 
perceived forms of innovation. Certainly, the extent of traditionally-measured, hidden, 
and social innovation varies along the innovation policy continuum. For instance, 
there is a greater incidence of traditionally-measured innovation at the Technium 
Network, a greater incidence of social innovation at Communities First, and a more 
equitable spread of instances of hidden innovation across the continuum. 
 
9.4 Contribution to Knowledge 
As stated above in Section 9.2, the thesis makes contributions to knowledge in a 
number of ways. Firstly, analysis of innovative activity is undertaken by 
disaggregating indicators of innovation. Usual practice is to undertake an analysis of 
innovative activity via indicators of traditionally-measured innovation, namely R&D 
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expenditure and significant changes to products, processes, and services. Less 
frequent are studies analysing hidden or social innovation. The exploration of an 
amalgamation of innovative activity via traditionally-measured, hidden and social 
innovation components is rarely, if ever, undertaken. It is highly unlikely that such a 
combined study has ever been undertaken in the context of an innovation policy 
continuum. 
 
Similarly, social capital has been broken down into its component parts. Normally, 
research into social capital focuses on generic forms of social capital, and is set in a 
macro-environmental context. Analyses of the component parts are undertaken 
exceptionally. Further, to locate a study of social capital in a continuum of innovation 
programmes is unlikely to have been carried out.  
 
Thirdly, to analyse the influence component parts of social capital have upon 
disaggregated indicators of innovation is unlikely to have been undertaken in other 
contexts, and even more unlikely to have been undertaken in the context of an 
innovation policy continuum. This analysis aids the understanding of how component 
parts of social capital may affect elements of innovation. In essence, this analysis 
creates a unique understanding of the existence and extent of forms of innovation 
and social capital, and their relationship in the context of an innovation policy 
continuum.  
 
Finally, the thesis makes a contribution to policy makers’ understanding of the factors 
which affect innovative activity. The existence of components of social capital at 
differing degrees across the innovation policy continuum provides a valuable insight 
for policy makers. This insight may be employed to better understand how diverse 
innovation programmes may create, to a greater or lesser extent, a typology of social 
capital. In a comparable manner, indicators of innovation present at programmes 
across the continuum, especially disaggregated, enable a more holistic appreciation 
of innovative activity to be produced. This too is of great potential use to policy 
makers. Ultimately, the correlation analysis undertaken in Chapters Five, Six and 
Seven presents policy makers with the most powerful tool for understanding the 
mechanisms which influence levels of innovative activity. 
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9.5 Limitations 
It is possible to identify several limitations for this thesis. Firstly, as a basis for data 
collection and analysis, the thesis uses a comparatively small number of case studies 
on which to contextualise the thesis conclusions. However, although the case studies 
are small in number, an in-depth analysis has been undertaken at the Technium 
Network, the Innovation Network Partnership, and the Communities First project.  
 
Secondly, all case studies included in the thesis are located in Wales. As a 
consequence the findings may not be replicated in other parts of the UK. 
Nevertheless, locating the research in Wales has enabled common environmental 
features, such as political, social and economic, to be universally applied across the 
innovation policy continuum. This issue of replication may only become clear if this 
research is carried out elsewhere.  
 
Thirdly, a limitation of the study is the number of interviewees and respondents who 
have taken part in the process of data collection. This was inevitable, given the 
resource limitations of this research project. Those interviewed and those asked to 
complete the questionnaire were representative of each case study, its activities and 
outcomes. Further, the survey questionnaires and interviews were designed to obtain 
in-depth representative data. The data collection was undertaken with the 
representative samples indicated in Table 4.3. 
 
9.6 Areas for Further Work  
It may be possible to suggest several areas for further research. Firstly, the context 
for the study may be broadened to include other parts of the UK. For instance, the 
existence and extent of social capital indicators and forms of innovation, and their 
relationships could be explored at business incubator centres/networks in England. 
Similarly, networks performing a comparable function as the Innovation Network 
Partnership in England could also be exposed to this research project, as could 
English-based Communities First-related projects. As a consequence, case studies 
and comparative case studies could be generated to complement this thesis. 
 
Secondly, correlation analysis could be undertaken to explore relationships between 
instances of forms of social capital, and cooperation and collaboration. Such an 
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analysis would expose whether or not efforts to promote social capital could be 
justified in terms of their positive impact upon levels of cooperation and collaboration. 
This research project indicates that statistically significant associations exist between 
cooperation and collaboration, and forms innovation. Therefore, additional research 
could further expose the extent of the influence social capital may have on different 
forms of innovation. 
 
Finally, an intra-innovation correlation analysis could be undertaken. The purpose of 
this would be to ascertain the relationships, which may or may not exist between 
different forms of innovation; for instance, to consider statistically significant 
associations which may exist between hidden innovation and traditionally-measured 
innovation, and also between hidden innovation and social innovation. Such an 
analysis would aid understanding of the ways in which levels of traditionally- 
measured and social innovation could be positively influenced by hidden innovation. 
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11.0 Appendices 
 
Appendix I 
Technium 
                                                                                                                                
Thank you for taking time to respond to this questionnaire, it is much 
appreciated 
Please respond to all questions from the perspective of being a business tenant 
at Technium. 
 
Where ever possible please CIRCLE or highlight in bold the most appropriate 
answer.  
Please note innovation usually occurs when an idea, product, process or service is 
developed and is used by individuals and/or groups.  
 
1. Do you collaborate (work with other organisations to develop new products 
and/or processes)? If you collaborate please tick or highlight in bold the 
organisations you work with:                                         
Customer/client  
Suppliers  
Local community  
Competitors  
FE colleges  
Research organisations  
Universities  
Local or national government  
  
 
Please CIRCLE or highlight in bold the number, indicating the strength of 
disagreement or agreement with the statements below, taking into account the 
following scales: 
 
               Strongly disagree; Disagree; Indifferent; Agree; Strongly agree 
1                2              3               4                  5 
 2. The Technium project creates awareness of issues related to 
innovation 
1 2 3 4 5 
 3. Meetings organised by Technium enable discussion about 
innovation to take place 
1 2 3 4 5 
 4. The Technium project enables the sharing of information 
about a range of innovation projects across Wales 
1 2 3 4 5 
 5. Technium  provides opportunities for partnerships to be 
formed 
1 2 3 4 5 
 6. The culture at the Technium centre welcomes change 1 2 3 4 5 
 7. Technium provides suitable facilities  1 2 3 4 5 
 8. Technium provides specialist support  1 2 3 4 5 
 9. Technium provides opportunities to link with university based 
expertise. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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10. My business’ product and/or service development is always 
incremental                   
1 2 3 4 5 
11. We often convert ideas into something our community wants. 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Our organisation spends a comparatively large amount of 
money on Research and Development 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. During the last 12 months we have significantly changed at 
least one of our products and/or services 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. During the last 12 months we have significantly changed at 
least one of our processes 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
15. Within the last 12 months we have successfully introduced a 
new way of managing resources 
1 2 3 4 5 
16. We have successfully delivered worthwhile training for the 
implementation of new products, services or processes 
1 2 3 4 5 
17. We are good at understanding knowledge from outside the 
organisation 
1 2 3 4 5 
18. Our organisational culture at is supportive of generating new 
ideas 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
19. I solve problems collectively with other people at Technium  1 2 3 4 5 
20. When I help others at Technium I expect others to help me in 
the future 
1 2 3 4 5 
21. When I support others at Technium  they expect to support 
me in the future 
1 2 3 4 5 
22. When I do someone a favour at Technium  it is usually 
returned in the future 
1 2 3 4 5 
23. Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be 
trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people 
1 2 3 4 5 
24. I consider other tenants of Technium  to be trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 
 
25. I feel I am supported in my work by the Technium-based 
community 
1 2 3 4 5 
26. I have positive relationships with many people at Technium  1 2 3 4 5 
27. A culture exists of ‘mutually enforceable agreements’ 
between tenants of Technium  
1 2 3 4 5 
28. Your relationships with others at Technium may be described 
as a vicious circle 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
29. Technium has enabled me to gain access to external 
networks or groups 
1 2 3 4 5 
30. I have gained access to new skills via linkages established by 
Technium with external agencies 
1 2 3 4 5 
31. I have gained access to new knowledge  via linkages 
established by Technium with external agencies 
1 2 3 4 5 
32. Technium  helps me solve problems collectively by putting me 
in touch with individuals or organisations outside Technium 
1 2 3 4 5 
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33. Relationships developed within Technium  usually provide 
access to extra resources 
1 2 3 4 5 
34. Technium promotes cooperation between its stakeholders 1 2 3 4 5 
35. Relationships developed outside Technium usually provide 
access to extra resources 
1 2 3 4 5 
36. I am more likely to cooperate with someone if I trust them 1 2 3 4 5 
37. I don’t collaborate with individuals outside Technium  unless I 
trust them 
1 2 3 4 5 
38. To my knowledge Technium often actively collaborates with 
other organisations 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
39. At Technium our work is of benefit to society (or helps solve 
social problems or helps fulfil a social need) 
1 2 3 4 5 
40. My organisation based at Technium  is able to identify social 
needs 
1 2 3 4 5 
41. My organisation based at Technium generates ideas to 
satisfy social needs 
1 2 3 4 5 
42. My organisation based at Technium produces products 
and/or services which satisfy social needs 
1 2 3 4 5 
43. My organisation based at Technium  evaluates the impact our 
products and or services have upon our local community 
1 2 3 4 5 
44. In the last 12 months my organisation based at Technium has 
launched a product or service wanted and used by the local 
community 
1 2 3 4 5 
45. In the last 12 months Technium has launched a product or 
service wanted and is being used by the local community 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
46. What is the single most valuable aspect of Technium to you? 
 
 
 
 
47. What is the one main development you’d like to see take place at 
Technium? 
 
 
 
 
48. Please use this space to give any further comments or thoughts: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank You 
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Appendix II 
Innovation Network Partnership Questionnaire 
                                                                                                                                    
Thank you for taking time to respond to this questionnaire, it is much appreciated. 
Please respond to all questions from the perspective of being a member of INPart. 
 
Please note, innovation usually occurs when an idea, product, process or service is 
developed and is used by individuals and/or groups. 
 
Where ever possible please CIRCLE or highlight in bold the most appropriate 
answer.  
 
1. The title which best describes your role at INPart is: INPart Network Manager 
INPart Network member  
INPart Network Support 
Worker 
2. Do you collaborate (work with other organisations to develop new 
products/processes)? If you collaborate please tick or highlight in bold the 
organisations you work with:                                         
Customer/client  
Suppliers  
Local community  
Competitors  
FE colleges  
Research organisations  
Universities  
 
3. The main factor kick starting innovative activity at INPart  
             Please tick or highlight in bold one of the below 
is our workplace based 
clients/customers 
 
is a technical opportunity  
is usually initiated by the INPart 
coordinators 
 
 
Please CIRCLE or highlight in bold the number, indicating the strength of 
disagreement or agreement with the statements below, taking into account the 
following scales: 
 
               Strongly disagree; Disagree; Indifferent; Agree; Strongly agree 
2                2              3               4                  5 
4. INPart raises awareness of issues relating to innovation 1 2 3 4 5 
5. INPart meetings enable discussion about innovation to               
take place 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. INPart contributes to the fostering of a ‘culture of innovation’ 
within South East Wales 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. INPart enables the sharing of information about a range                   
of innovation projects across Wales 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. INPart provides opportunities for partnerships to be formed 1 2 3 4 5 
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9. The culture at INPart welcomes change 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Most of our external relationships rely upon goodwill 1 2 3 4 5 
 
11. Attending INPart meetings helps incremental product or 
service improvement at my workplace 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. To my knowledge INPart spends a comparatively large 
amount of money on research and development 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. At INPart we often convert ideas into something our 
members/clients want. 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. When developing something new at INPart we always seek 
external body feedback 
1 2 3 4 5 
15. During the last 12 months as a result of attending INPart 
meetings we have significantly changed at least one of our 
products or services at my workplace. 
1 2 3 4 5 
16. During the last 12 months as a result of attending INPart 
meetings we have significantly changed at least one of our 
processes at my workplace.  
1 2 3 4 5 
 
17. As a result of attending INPart meetings, within the last 12 
months our organisation has successfully introduced new 
working practices 
1 2 3 4 5 
18. As a result of attending INPart meetings, within the last 12 
months our organisation has successfully introduced a new 
way of managing resources 
1 2 3 4 5 
19. As a result of attending INPart meetings, our organisation has 
successfully delivered worthwhile training for the 
implementation of new products, services or processes 
1 2 3 4 5 
20. As a result of attending INPart meetings, our organisation is 
better at understanding knowledge from outside the 
organisation 
1 2 3 4 5 
21. The organisational culture at INPart is supportive of 
generating new ideas 
1 2 3 4 5 
22. The management style at INPart encourages the sharing of 
new ideas 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
23. I solve problems collectively with other members at INPart 1 2 3 4 5 
24. When I help others I expect others to help me in the future 1 2 3 4 5 
25. When I support others they expect to support me in the future 1 2 3 4 5 
26. When I do someone a favour at INPart it is usually returned in 
the future 
1 2 3 4 5 
27. Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be 
trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people 
1 2 3 4 5 
28. I consider other members of INPart  to be trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 
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29. I feel I am supported in my work by the INPart-based 
community 
1 2 3 4 5 
30. I have positive relationships with many people at INPart 1 2 3 4 5 
31. A culture exists at INPart of expecting members to fulfil  
promises of work to be completed at a later date 
1 2 3 4 5 
32. Your relationships with others at INPart may be described as 
a virtuous circle 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
33. INPart has enabled me to gain access to external networks or 
groups 
1 2 3 4 5 
34. I have gained access to new skills via linkages established by 
INPart with external agencies 
1 2 3 4 5 
35. I have relationships with a diverse range of organisations 
(external to INPart) 
1 2 3 4 5 
36. INPart helps me solve problems collectively by putting me in 
touch with individuals or organisations outside INPart 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
37. Relationships developed within INPart usually provide access 
to extra resources 
1 2 3 4 5 
38. INPart promotes cooperation amongst its members 1 2 3 4 5 
39. I am more likely to cooperate with someone if I trust them 1 2 3 4 5 
40. I don’t collaborate with individuals outside my organisation 
unless I trust them 
1 2 3 4 5 
41. To my knowledge the INPart network often actively 
collaborates with other organisations 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
42. The work of INPart is of benefit to society (or helps solve 
social problems or helps fulfil a social need) 
1 2 3 4 5 
43. At INPart we are able to identify social needs 1 2 3 4 5 
44. At INPart we, generate ideas to satisfy social needs 1 2 3 4 5 
45. At INPart we produce products and/or services which satisfy 
social needs 
1 2 3 4 5 
46. At INPart we evaluate the impact our products and or 
services have upon society 
1 2 3 4 5 
47. As a result of INPart membership In the last 12 months my 
workplace has launched a product or service wanted and 
used by the local community 
1 2 3 4 5 
48. In the last 12 months INPart has launched a product or 
service wanted and used by the local community 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
49. What is the single most valuable aspect of INPart to you? 
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50. What is the one main development you’d like to see take place at 
INPart? 
 
 
 
 
 
51. Please use this space to give any further comments or thoughts: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank You 
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Appendix III 
Communities First 
                                                                                                    
Thank you for taking time to respond to this questionnaire, it is much appreciated 
Please respond to all questions from the viewpoint of your involvement with 
Communities First. 
 
Where ever possible please CIRCLE or TICK the most appropriate answer.  
 
Please note INNOVATION usually occurs when an idea, product, process or service 
is developed and is used by individuals or groups.  
 
4. The title which best describes your role at Communities First is:  
Partnership Co-ordinator 
Development Officer 
Sub Committee/group member/Project Volunteer 
 
5. The main factor kick-starting innovative activity at Communities First  
            Please tick one of the below 
is our community  
is a technical opportunity  
is usually initiated by Communities 
First Partnership Coordinator or 
Development Officers 
 
 
Please CIRCLE the number, indicating the strength of disagreement or agreement 
with the statements below, taking into account the following scales: 
 
               Strongly disagree; Disagree; Indifferent; Agree; Strongly agree 
3                2              3               4                  5 
3. Communities First provides opportunities for partnerships to 
be formed 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. The culture at Communities First welcomes change 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. The Communities First project increases opportunities and 
improves quality of life 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
6. Project development at Communities First is always achieved 
step-by-step 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. Communities First spends a comparatively large amount of 
money on Research and Development 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. At Communities First we often convert ideas into something 
our community wants. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9. During the last 12 months Communities First has significantly 
changed at least one of its products and/or services 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. During the last 12 months Communities First has significantly 
changed at least one of its processes 
1 2 3 4 5 
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11. Within the last 12 months Communities First has successfully 
introduced new ways of working 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. Within the last 12 months Communities First has successfully 
introduced a new way of managing resources 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. Communities First has successfully delivered worthwhile 
training for the introduction of new products, services or 
processes 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. Communities First is good at understanding knowledge from 
outside the programme 
1 2 3 4 5 
15. The organisational culture at Communities First is supportive 
of producing new ideas 
1 2 3 4 5 
16. The management style at Communities First encourages the 
sharing of new ideas 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
17. I solve problems collectively with other people at 
Communities First 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
18. When I help others at Communities First I expect others to 
help me in the future 
1 2 3 4 5 
19. When I support others at Communities First they expect to 
support me in the future 
1 2 3 4 5 
20. When I do someone a favour at Communities First it is 
usually returned in the future 
1 2 3 4 5 
21. Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be 
trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people 
1 2 3 4 5 
22. I consider other volunteers and/or employees at Communities 
First to be trustworthy 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
23. I feel I am supported in my work by the Communities First-
based community 
1 2 3 4 5 
24. I have positive relationships with many people at 
Communities First 
1 2 3 4 5 
25. A culture exists at the Communities First project of expecting 
fellow workers to fulfil  promises of work to be completed 
1 2 3 4 5 
26. Your relationships with others at Communities First may be 
described as a vicious circle 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
27. Communities First has enabled me to gain access to external 
networks or groups 
1 2 3 4 5 
28. I have gained access to new skills via linkages established by 
Communities First with external agencies 
1 2 3 4 5 
29. I have relationships with a diverse range of organisations 
(external to my local community) 
1 2 3 4 5 
30. Communities First helps me solve problems collectively by 1 2 3 4 5 
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putting me in touch with individuals or organisations outside 
Communities First 
 
31. Relationships developed within Communities First usually 
provide access to extra resources 
1 2 3 4 5 
32. Communities First promotes cooperation amongst its 
members 
1 2 3 4 5 
33. Relationships developed outside Communities First usually 
provide access to extra resources 
1 2 3 4 5 
34. I am more likely to cooperate with someone if I trust them 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
35. I don’t collaborate with individuals outside Communities First 
unless I trust them 
1 2 3 4 5 
36. Communities First often actively collaborates with other 
organisations 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
37. The work of Communities First is of benefit to the community 
(or helps solve social problems or helps fulfil a social need) 
1 2 3 4 5 
38. At Communities First we are able to identify community needs 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
39. At Communities First we generate ideas to satisfy community 
needs 
1 2 3 4 5 
40. Our work at Communities First results in  products and/or 
services which satisfy community needs 
1 2 3 4 5 
41. At Communities First we evaluate the impact our products 
and or services have upon the community 
1 2 3 4 5 
42. In the last 12 months Communities First has launched a 
product or service wanted and is being used by the local 
community 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
43. What is the single most valuable aspect of Communities First to you? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
44. What is the one main development you’d like to see take place at 
Communities First? 
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45. Please use this space to give any further comments or thoughts: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank You 
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Appendix IV 
                                                                                                                                        
Social Capital and Innovation Research Project 
                
 
 
 
 
Case study specific - Interviews with Policy 
Makers and Programme Managers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interview Handbook 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lyndon Murphy 
PhD – Research Student, University of Glamorgan 
Summer/Autumn 2010 
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Details of Interview 
 
 
Interviewee: 
 
 
 
Interviewer: 
 
 
 
Date: 
 
 
 
Location: 
 
 
 
Time interview 
started: 
 
 
 
Time interview 
finished 
 
 
 
Concluding 
comments: 
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The following definition is used in this research project: 
innovation usually occurs when an idea, product, process or service is developed 
and is used by individuals and/or groups. 
 
The questions and issues explored have their roots in the project Conceptual 
Framework 
 
Interview Structure 
 
The interviews to be held with policy makers, programme managers, and programme 
recipients. There is one main theme to be explored via interview. The theme is an 
evaluation of the relationship between social capital and innovative activity. There are 
a number of sub themes for example.   
 
• To what extend does bonding social capital affect innovative activity? 
o What is the affect of bonding social capital upon traditionally measured 
innovation? 
o What is the affect of bonding social capital upon hidden innovation? 
o What is the affect of bonding social capital upon social innovation? 
 
• To what extend does bridging social capital affect innovative activity? 
o What is the affect of bridging social capital upon traditionally measured 
innovation? 
o What is the affect of bridging social capital upon hidden innovation? 
o What is the affect of bridging social capital upon social innovation? 
 
• To what extend do forms of generic social capital affect innovative activity? 
o For instance general reciprocity its existence and possible impact on 
innovative activity 
 
• To what extend do forms of generic social capital affect innovative activity? 
 
• To what extend do forms of cooperation and collaboration affect innovative 
activity? 
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Interview 
 
Introductory Section 
 
Q1    Briefly, could you provide some background information about your role and 
work at Technium/Innovation Network Partnership/Communities First? 
 
 
Q2    What is the main factor kick-starting innovative activity at Technium/Innovation 
Network Partnership/Communities First? 
 
is it your clients/customers?  
is it a technical opportunity?  
is usually initiated by the 
Technium/Innovation Network 
Partnership/Communities First 
Management team (or Welsh 
Assembly Government? 
 
 
Traditionally Measured Innovation 
Q 3    At Technium/INPart/Communities First to what extent is product and/or service 
development or improvement incremental?  
S1.    Please provide an example 
 
Q4.    When developing something new at Technium/Innovation Network   
Partnership/Communities First project we always seek external body feedback?  
S2. Is Technium/Innovation Network Partnership/Communities First actively 
managed to generate new ideas 
 
Hidden Innovation 
Q5.    Within the last 12 months has Technium/Innovation Network 
Partnership/Communities First successfully introduced new working practices? 
S3. Have the new working practices been successful? 
 
Q6.    Is the Technium/Innovation Network Partnership/Communities First good at 
absorbing knowledge from outside the organisation? 
S4.    Can you provide an example of knowledge absorption? 
 
Q7.    Is the Technium/Innovation Network Partnership/Communities First 
organisational culture supportive of generating new ideas? 
S5.    How was such a culture engendered? 
 
Social Innovation 
Q8.    Do you feel some of the ideas generated at Technium/Innovation Network 
Partnership/Communities First are capable of satisfying social needs?  
S6.    Can you provide an example? 
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Q9.    Do you evaluate the impact the work of Technium/Innovation Network 
Partnership/Communities First has upon society?  
S7.    What evaluation techniques do you use? 
 
Bonding Social Capital  
Q10    To what extent does a culture of ‘mutually enforceable agreements’ exist 
between individuals at Technium/INPart/Communities First?   
S8.    Is such a culture supportive of innovative activity? 
 
Q11.    As opposed to vicious circles of activity, do you feel that 
Technium/INPart/Communities First actively promotes virtuous circles of activity?     
S8.    Are virtuous circles supportive of innovative activity? 
 
Bridging Social Capital 
Q12.    Does Technium/INPart/Communities First promote relationship building 
and/or maintenance with organisations external to Technium/INPart/Communities 
First?      
S9.    Please provide an example 
 
Q13.    Is it the case that Technium/INPart/Communities First has enabled 
relationship building and/or maintenance with organisations external to 
Technium/INPart/Communities First?    
S10.    Please provide an example, are these relationships beneficial to 
innovative activity? 
 
Cooperation and Collaboration 
Q14.    Does Technium/INPart/Communities First encourage cooperation with other 
organisations? 
S11.    Please give examples of intra/internal cooperation 
 
Q15.    Does Technium/INPart/Communities First encourage collaboration with other 
organisations? 
S12.    Please give examples of inter/external collaboration  
 
Summary/Conclusion 
Q16.    In what ways do you feel the level of innovative activity could be improved at 
Technium/INPart/Communities First?  
 
Q17.   What are the main factors driving/promoting innovative activity at 
Technium/INPart/Communities First? 
 
Q18.    At Technium/INPart/Communities First what are the main barriers to 
becoming more innovative? 
 
Q19.    Is Wales a suitable environment for innovative activity to take place? 
S13.    Do you feel Wales and its institutions are supportive of innovative 
activity? 
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Appendix V 
 
 
Technium Interviewees 
 
 
Interviewee 
 
 
Role/Location 
Interviewee A Centre Manager – local authority owned 
Technium centre 
Interviewee B Centre Manager – Welsh Assembly 
Government owned Technium centre 
Interviewee C Business Tenant - local authority owned 
Technium centre 
Interviewee D Business Tenant - local authority owned 
Technium centre 
Interviewee E Business Tenant - local authority owned 
Technium centre 
Interviewee F Business Tenant - local authority owned 
Technium centre 
Interviewee G Business Tenant – Welsh Assembly 
Government owned Technium centre 
Interviewee H Business Tenant – Welsh Assembly 
Government owned Technium centre 
Interviewee I Business Tenant – Welsh Assembly 
Government owned Technium centre 
Interviewee J Business Tenant – Welsh Assembly 
Government owned Technium centre 
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Appendix VI 
 
 
Innovation Network Partnership Interviewees 
 
 
Interviewee 
 
 
Role/Location 
Interviewee A Senior Welsh Assembly Government 
Innovation Manager 
Interviewee B Innovation Network Partnership South 
East Wales Chair 
Interviewee C Innovation Network Partnership North 
Wales Chair 
Interviewee D Innovation Network Partnership 
Coordinator South East Wales 
Interviewee E Innovation Network Partnership 
Coordinator North Wales 
Interviewee F Innovation Network Partnership – 
member 
Interviewee G Innovation Network Partnership – 
member 
Interviewee H Innovation Network Partnership – 
member 
Interviewee I Innovation Network Partnership – 
member 
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Appendix VII 
 
 
Communities First Interviewees 
 
 
Interviewee 
 
 
Role/Location 
Interviewee A Communities First Partnership 
Coordinator 
Interviewee B 
 
Development worker 
Interviewee C 
 
Partnership Board/Committee member  
Interviewee D Communities First Partnership 
Coordinator 
Interviewee E 
 
Development worker 
Interviewee F 
 
Partnership Board/Committee member 
Interviewee G Communities First Partnership 
Coordinator 
Interviewee H 
 
Development worker 
Interviewee I 
 
Partnership Board/Committee member 
Interviewee J 
 
Communities First Partnership 
Coordinator 
Interviewee K 
 
Development worker 
Interviewee L 
 
Partnership Board/Committee member 
Interviewee M 
 
Communities First Partnership 
Coordinator 
Interviewee N 
 
Development worker 
Interviewee P 
 
Partnership Board/Committee member 
 
 
